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LETTERS 



Letters mgy have been 
shortened because of space. 
Some names may have been 
changed 


'Bolivarian’ EU 

I was favourably impressed by James 
Turley’s article on Europe, which went 
against the all too common nationalism 
that has bedevilled the labour 
movement’s approach to the European 
Union since the 1970s at least (‘New 
vision for Europe wanted’, October 8). 

The EU is a project of the European 
propertied classes, but that is the case 
of all states. The left in the UK was 
traditionally opposed to the EU, but, as 
the process has continued, this has 
generated a real dilemma. As power 
moves from national capitals to Brussels, 
the old form of politics centred around 
nation-states begins to bieak down and, 
as the economy becomes more and more 
interdependent on a European level,then 
the project of achieving a socialist 
economy within any one of these states 
- or even achieving significant social 
democratic reforms within the compass 
of one of them - becomes impossible. 

The political structure of the EU 
was drawn up initially as a purely 
trade organisation, which has slowly 
acquired competence in social affairs. 
This has led to a change in the attitude 
of the trade unions, which now see the 
need to organise at an all-Europe level 
and to lobby for social measures in 
the EU parliament. The scope for this, 
however, is very limited because theEU 
is even less democratic than most of the 
nation-states. 

Since a socialist project based on the 
politics of the nation-state has become 
impossible, what have we left? My 
take on it is that we have to adapt the 
views of the RSDLP in Russia in the 
early years of the 20 th century, when 
they were in a multinational and 
undemocratic state structure (one much 
more undemocratic than the present 
one), and make the achievement of a 
democratic state the first political 
objective. To paraphrase Marx, we can 
make histoiy, but we have to do it under 
circumstances that are not of our 
own choice. The process of capitalist 
development is reaching the stage of 
continental rather than national states. 

If we oppose the formation of 
continental states in Europe and in Latin 
America, on what basis can we cuirently 
do it? Ifwe oppose it from the standpoint 
of the nation-state, then we aie aligning 
ourselves with the traditional parties of 
the right. We could in principle oppose 
it from the standpoint of a future world 
government. Undoubtedly the EU is 
historically reactionary compared to a 
future world government, but the latter 
is at the moment only an idea. 

Once we become convinced that there 
is no real alternative state terrain for 
politics in the coming period, we have 
to ask what form of bourgeois state is 
most favourable to the development of 
social democratic politics (in the early 
20th century sense of that term). Lenin, 


Kautsky, Plekhanov, etc are adamant 
that the most democratic form of 
bourgeois state is most favourable to the 
working class movement. We should 
apply that conclusion to the EU. 

Europe is among the two most highly 
developed continents, and has already 
seen considerable progress towards 
unification, but the form of this 
unification is inimical to further social 
progress. There are no progressive 
governments, as in South America, and 
there is also a lack of a progressive 
undying movement to compare with the 
Bolivarian project. 

The split in authority and economic 
power between the EU and the nation¬ 
states has at least partially blocked the 
road to the old social democratic, 
Keynesian means of dealing with 
recessions. Constraints on budgetary 
policy and lack of control over the 
currency and capital flows prevent 
nation-states from following classic 
Keynesian policies. At the same time 
the EU itself lacks the budget or the 
power to substitute for the nation¬ 
states in this situation. 

In consequence there is no political 
form in which the labour movement of 
Europe can express itself in classical 
social democratic politics and therefore 
no clear constitution of a European 
worker class, since a class cannot be 
constituted outside of a political party 
in the broad sense of the word Therefore 
the labour movements of Europe need 
to take on board their own version of the 
‘Bolivarian project’ as the basis to form 
a new unity. 

Akey aimmust be the democratisation 
of the EU and, as a follow-on goal, its 
strengthening in economic, financial 
and defence terms. This has to be a 
follow-on, since the people of the nation¬ 
states will only accept a strengthened 
union if it is democratic. 

The democratisation project must 
consist of a return in Europe to the 
original principles of democracy in 
ancient Greece, seeking to eliminate the 
Roman republican elements, which 
were instituted after the French 
revolution. At its heart must be the 
principle of popular sovereignty and 
genuinely representative democracy. 

Popular sovereignty must be 
enshrined in the right of initiative and 
referendum on a Europe-wide basis on 
any issue for which a sufficient quorum 
of signatures, spread across enough 
countries, can be obtained This direct 
participation in binding votes as 
European citizens rather than citizens 
of the nations would constitute the 
union as a real focus of politics. The 
right of initiative would encourage the 
formation of union-wide campaigns 
and movements. It could be exploited 
immediately by the trade union 
movement of Europe and would give 
them an impetus to unite in practice. 

We should argue that the EU 
parliament must be a citizens’ body, not 
a body of highly paid elite politicians. At 
the very least we should argue for annual 
parliaments (the old Chartist demand) 
and for the limitation of office to a 
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maximum of two years to prevent the 
formation of a class of professional 
politicians divorced fromthepopuiation. 
Ideally we should argue for at least part 
of the parliament to be chosen by lot 
rather than elected as present on a party 
list system. This again aims to increase 
citizen participation across all classes 
and genders. 

PaulCockshott 

email 

Bubbling 

The Tories have been inspired by 
Austmlia’s workfare programme (‘Work 
longer for less’, October 8). 

I know that this scheme is low-wage 
conscripted labour shit, but recently I’ve 
read material on Hyman Minsky and his 
lesser known economic ideas. Like Marx, 
he’s known to the politically correct 
mainstreammainly as a crisis economist, 
but the labour analysis is played down, 
if not ignored. 

For some reason, Minsky’s ideas on 
the employment front sound similar to 
the more mainstream workfare schemes. 
However, he argued for a ‘bubble-up’ 
approach, sending money to the poor 
and unskilled first. The government - or 
what he liked to call ‘big govonment’ - 
should become the ‘employer of last 
resort’, offering a job to anyone who 
wanted one at a set minimum wage. It 
would be paid to workers who would 
supply c Ml dear e, clean streets and 
provide services that give taxpayers a 
visible return on their dollars. 

In being available to everyone, it 
would be even more ambitious than 
the New Deal, sharply reducing the 
welfare rolls by guaranteeing a job for 
anyone who was able to work. Such 
a programme would not only help the 
poor and unskilled, he believed, but 
would put a floor beneath everyone 
else’s wages too, preventing salaries of 
more skilled workers from falling too 
precipitously and sending benefits up 
the socioeconomic ladder. 

On the other hand, the job wouldn’t 
be compulsory and the wage 
compensation Minsky had in mind was 
more along the lines of a ‘living wage’ 
than today’s minimum wage levels. 

Could the economic ideas of Minsky 
and the so-called ‘post-Keynesians’ 
be used in a class stmggle action 
programme or a minimum programme for 
workers’ power as some sort of demand 
on the threshold? 

Jacob Richter 
email 

Sex tests 

I was broadly in agreement with the 
arguments put forward in SKS’s first 
letter on the age of consent issue 
(September 17). 

But I’m far from convinced by the 
consent criteria he proposes in his 
second letter (October 1), which would 
sub-divide people into four different 
categories whose membership would be 
based on “psychological and physical 
examination” rather than their age. 

I mean, who would undertake these 
examinations? What would trigger them? 
Would people have to submit to such 
an examination before having sex, after 
having it, or only when someone else 
found out that they had it? What if 
someone didn’t want to be examined in 
this way? Would the conclusions be 
recorded and maintained by some sort 
of sexual health bureaucracy whose 
records could be checked by authorised 
personnel (or potential partners) 
throughout the country? After all, 
someone who has sex in Brighton one 
day might want to have it in Aberdeen 
the next day - or indeed in another 
country altogether. 

There’s also a danger that such 
an intimate examination, in whatever 
circumstances it was conducted, 
might itself feel like a violation to 
those subjected to it. 


And wouldn’t SKS’s formulation 
make the law rather complicated? If 
you’re going to have sex with someone, 
you need to check some fairly basic 
things - eg, that they consent, that they 
are above a certain age, that your 
professional relationship with them 
would not make it unlawful or 
inappropriate - rather than the “scientific 
examination of a given criteria” that SKS 
suggests and which only a small 
proportion of the population is going to 
have the qualifications to assess. 

Having an age of consent, wherever 
you set it, does at least offer the benefit 
of simplicity - as, I suppose, does having 
no age of consent at all. I can see a case 
for graduating different levels of consent 
so that, for example, 14 to 15-year-olds 
could have sex with each other but not 
with people who are far outside that 
age range. But that too would 
complicate the law and add to the 
difficulties that people would face in 
trying to behave lawfully. 

While there’s an argument to be had 
about which ages are used, age still 
seems to be the best way of identifying 
the dividing lines because you know 
when you’re 14,15, 16 or whatever and, 
if need be, you can get documentation 
to prove it Better that than having to 
submit to intrusive and labour-intensive 
examinations in order to establish which 
consent category you’re in. 

Steve Cooke 
Stockton-on-Tee s 

Militant 

John Masters (Letters, October 1) 
admitted he was wrong to exclude former 
Militant MPs Dave Nellist and the late 
Terry Fields from his analysis of the 1992 
general election (‘Battle of the ballot 
box’, September 3), and that including 
them would have led to an average of 
1,370 for leftwing candidates, exceeding 
the 1,000 mark he said had not been 
reached since 1966. 

However, Ms analysis is still flawed, 
because, according to Wikipedia, the 20 
non-Militant far-left candidates in that 
election were of tiny sects - the Workers 
Party, Revolutionary Communist Party 
and CPGB (PCC). It is frankly ridiculous 
to equate such electoral forays with that 
of Militant (wMch obtained over 5,900 
for all three candidates) or the far more 
important left unity projects which 


stood in later elections - specifically the 
Socialist Alliance, Scottish Socialist 
Party and Respect. These projects 
largely arose due to the successes of 
Militant (including Scottish Militant 
Labour’s Tommy Sheridan, who Masters 
did count) in that election. 

Mi litant did so well in the 1992 general 
election due to itsrole in leading the mass 
non-payment campaign wMch had by 
then defeated the poll tax. I joined 
Militant during that campaign, in 1990, 
when it was proving itself serious rather 
than just urging people not to pay. I left 
the Socialist Party in England and Wales 
(which it had become) in 1998, due to its 
shift towards sectariaMsm and to expose 
infiltration, wMch I believed was behind 
its failure to support the establishment 
of the SSP 

Masters’ pessimism about opportu- 
Mties in the upcoming general election 
is not justified either. Mainstream 
politicians are more unpopular than 
ever due to the expenses scandal (which 
is in the headlines again); the credit 
crunch has exposed the flaws in the 
capitalist economic system (which 
would make socialism popular if argued 
for skilfully); and the main parties 
promise a future of massive cuts Mtting 
the living standards of ordinary working 
and middle class people. 

Whatever programmes socialists put 
forward at the next general election, we 
must say where the money will come 
from to be seen as credible. And I say, 
use the money left from the massive 
bank bailouts - by nationalising all 
banks, only compensating pension 
schemes! And more power should 
be in the hands of borrowers and 
savers than workers (but the trade 
unions and government should have 
representatives on the boards). 

Butbe warned - DavidCameron,inhis 
speech at the Tory conference, has 
prepared the ground for a big attack on 
welfare, particularly single parents, by 
MgUighting the case of a single mother 
with two cMldren earning £150 a week 
who would only receive an extra 4p 
with a £1 pay rise. Also, elements 
within the BBC are encouraging 
fascism by allowing BNP leader Nick 
Griffin MEP on Question time and 
providing biased coverage of the 
English Defence League. 

Steve Wallis 
email 


Fighting fund 

Upgrade uplift 


T he high level of support for our 
fighting fund in recent weeks has 
continued over the last seven days - 
despite postal delays sparked by 
numerous management-provoke d 
strikes in Royal Mail. We do 
apologise to our readers for the late 
delivery of the Weekly Worker , butbe 
warned - it’s far from over. 

Pride of place goes to comrade SW, 
who donated a tremendous £100 via 
PayPal (mea culpa : I forgot to 
mention this last week). Another 
PayPal donor is LR, who commends 
us for our “great” coverage of the 
Tory Party conference: “... it was 
refreshing to read opinions in the 
Weekly Worker that actually follow 
tMough with criticisms only Mnted 
at in the mainstream press,” writes the 
comrade. “Capitalism is the problem, 
yet The Guardian et al prefer to skim 
overtMs obvious issue.” 

LR is also impressed by the style 
of our articles: “In-depth and 
informative, they give credit to the 
reader by assuming he or she has 
more than one brain cell.” And the 
conclusion is: “Please keep up the 
good work. It’s much needed at the 
moment.” Thanks for the kind words 


comrades, not to mention the £20. 

Another one of the 12,861 intanet 
readers who donated online was WD 
(£5), and a couple of cheques did get 
through, courtesy of Royal Mail - a 
Mce £60 from TR and £20 added to 
DT’s resubscription. It was also a 
good week for standing order 
donations: no less than £207 was 
transferred into the Weekly Worker 
account. 

It alladdsupto an extra £412, taking 
the total for October to £697, with 
more than hal f the month to go. There 
is no reason why we can’t smash 
through our £1,000 target once more. 
WMch is all very useful - we really 
need to upgrade our office computers 
and now it seems we maybe able to 
do so earlier than planned 

But oMy if the cash keeps coming 
in at the same rate. Can you help? 
Please make a donation online or, 
better still, download a standing 
order form • 

Robbie Rix 

Fill in a standing order form 
(back pqge), donate via our 
website, or send cheques, 
payable to Weekly Worker 


Letters, BCM Box 928, London WC1N 3XX e Tel: 07950 416 922 e weeklyworker@cpgb.org.uk f www.cpgb.org.uk 
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SWP 


Open letter to the 
Socialist Workers Party 



Another failed front 


C omrades, serious woiking class 
partisans felt obliged to respond 
to your open letter to the left 
calling for a united “socialist alterna¬ 
tive” in the 2010 general election 
(,Socialist Worker June 13) - despite 
the unfortunate history of the various 
left unity initiatives over the last decade 
and the Socialist Workers Party’s 
chequered role in them. Our own 
organisation responded critically but 
positively to your proposals and 
indicated a willingness to “participate 
in the conference you suggest” to 
discuss unity. 

Not surprisingly, this latest unity 
call has been greeted by a degree 
of cynicism. Nevertheless, we 
certainly welcomed your belated 
recognition of the need for debate. 
The only way towards meaningful 
unity is by “publicly” accounting 
for the “disastrous mistakes of the 
past” ( Weekly Worker June 11). 

This was our public response. We also 
wrote to you privately proposing direct 
organisation-to-organisation talks. We 
followed this up with a series of phone 
calls to your national office and Martin 
Smith - your national secretary - to 
arrange such discussions. Unfortunately, 
however, we have met with a blank wall. 
Not SWP bungling. Our approaches have 
been deliberately ignored. 

The CPGB has participated in all the 
serious unity projects of the left from 
the mid-90s. In particular, we were the 
most committed of the six principal 
organisations involved in the Socialist 
Alliance - including your own - and 
devoted significant financial and 
logistical lesources to the initiative. 

Our proposals for the Socialist 
Alliance were the most ambitious and 
we constantly urged the other groups 
to recognise its huge potential. For 
example, the CPGB championed a serious 
intervention in the 2001 general election, 
against the initial timidity of others (98 
S A candidates eventually stood). We 
proposed a weekly newspaper for 


the alliance, even offering to cease 
publication of the Weekly Worker and 
the pooling of resources into a oommon 
project, providing, of course, that there 
was space for debate and controversy 
in its pages. We supported all moves 
to centralise the SA and overcome 
amateurism, petty-mindedness and 
parochialism, not least among the 
confessional sects. 

The CPGB fought for and smoothed 
the entry of the SWP into the Socialist 
Alliance - many expressed strong 
reservations, such was the level of 
mistrust of the SWP amongst wider 
sections of the left We also did our 
best to encourage and ensure SWP 
membership of the Scottish Socialist 
Party. During the initial phase of SWP 
participation of the SA it has to be said 
comrades from both organisations 
cooperated well and despite important 
political differences managed to 
establish good relations. 

Your irresponsible refusal to even 
acknowledge our approaches sadly 
exposes thereal worth of your unity call. 
This has everything to do with the 
narrow interests of the SWP, nothing 
to do with genuine unity. 

We understand that you have invited 
two representatives each from the 
Morning Stars Communist Party of 
Britain, Socialist Party, Respect and the 
Barrow People’s Party to a meeting on 
October 31 to discuss the general 
electi on. Realistically, you must be aware 
that this represents the abject failure of 
your “open letter to the left”. 

On Sunday September 28 the CPB’s 
executive committee voted to have no 
part in any successor to the ‘No to the 
EU, Yes to Democracy’ electoral flop - at 
least partially because of the discomfort 
felt by sections of its Stalinoid 
membership over collaboration with 
the SP. The chances that the CPB will 
cement any kind of alliance with the 
SWP - which was explicitly excluded 
from the No2EU initiative in the first 
place - are nil. 


The SP is left high and dry by 
the CPB’s withdrawal. The central 
involvement of Bob Crow and his 
railworkers’ union, the RMT, provided 
the essential trade union credibility that 
allowed the SP’s leadership to sell the 
campaign to a wary membership as an 
important political development despite 
the undisguised British nationalism of 
No2EU’s platform ButtheexitoftheCPB 
will inevitably cool Crow’s enthusiasm 
for the whole project given his political 
closeness to this soft Stalinoid group. 

The SP will now retreat to limited 
electoral work under its own banner and 
to touting its services - in Ihe guise of 
the Campaign for a New Workers ’ 
Party - as uncritical foot soldiers for 
the next electoral foray from dissident 
sections of the trade union bureaucracy, 
when and if it should come. 

Which leaves you with Respect 
(perhaps) and the Barrow People’s Party. 

This latest debacle is not surprising. 
Without a fundamental change in the 
culture of the left, no progress will be 
madetowaids wortfrwhile,principled and 
lasting left unity. 

The SWP’s latest call was widely 
perceived as just an expression of 
rivalry with the SP and CPB and the 
result of severe internal tensions 
caused by the miserable failure of 
Respect and the short-lived Left 
Alternative. Squalid jockeying for 
position and overcoming internal 
divisions, in other words, not a genuine 
attempt to address the urgent need in our 
workers’ movement for unity around 
Marxism. 

We remain open to discussions about 
joint candidates in the 2010 general 
election. Meanwhile we urge our SWP 
comiadesto break from the short-termist, 
dishonest and manipulative political 
practices that have spread so much 
confusion, disorganisation and despair 
on the left. 

In comradeship 
Mark Fischer 
CPGB national organiser 


ACTION 

Communist Forums 

London: Sundays, 5pm. Study topic, plus weekly political report from 
Provisional Central Committee. Ring 0795 0 416922 for details. 

October 18: August H Nimzt Jr Marx, Tocqueville and race in America. 
Subject: ‘When “conditions” become “ripe”’. 

October 25: August H Nimzt Jr Marx, Tocqueville and race in America. 
Subject: ‘Thomas Mess er-Kruse’s The Yankee International. Recent 
adventures in gratuitous Marx-bashing’. 

Oxford Study group, every Saturday, 2pm, starting October 31, when we 
begin our study of David Harvey’s Limits to capital. 

Further details: oxfordcommunists@googlemail.com. 

South Wales: Cart Bob for details: 07816 480679. 

CPGB podcasts 

Every Monday, we upload a podcast of commentary on the current political 
situation. In addition, the site will feature voice fries of public meetings and 
other events: http ://cpgb.podbean.com. 

Communist Students meetings 

London: Every Wednesday, 7.30pm: Introduction to Marxism series, 

Institute of Education, 20 Bedford Way WC1 (Russell Square tube). 

October 21: Dialectics and historical materialism: understanding social 
change’. 

ben@communiststudents.org.uk; 07792 282830. 

Manchester: Every Tuesday, 6pm, University of Manchester Students 
Union, Oxford Road, Manchester Ml 3. 

October 27: Study of Antonio Gramsci Prison notebooks. 
www. comm unis tstu dents .org.uk. 

Sheffield: Every Sunday, 7pm. 

07730 682193; sheffreld@communiststudents.org.uk. 

Radical Anthropology Group 

Tuesdays, September 22 to December 15, 6.45pm: Evening course, 
‘Introduction to anthropology: the human revolution’, St Martin’s 
Community Centre, 43 Carol Street, London NW1. 

October 20: ‘Shades of the rainbow serpent: A Khoesan animal between 
myth and landscape’. Speakers: Sian Sullivan and Chris Low. 
www. radicalanthropo logy group .org. 

Refuse to be beat 

Sunday October 18,7pm: benefit gig and rally in support of Leeds striking 
refuse workers, 02 Academy, 55 Cookridge Street, Leeds LS2. With Keith 
Allen and his 12-piece band. Tickets: £10, www.o2academyleeds.co.uk; 

08444 772000. Organised by GMB and Unison. 

Bring the troops home now 

Bloomsbuiy: Monday October 19,6.30pm: Public meeting, Bookmarks, 1 
Bloomsbury Street, London WC1. Speakers: Andrew Murray and Lindsey 
German, wwwbookmarksbookshop.co.uk. 

Islington: Monday October 19, 7.30pm: Public meeting, St Luke’s church, 
comer of Penn Road and Hillmarton Road, London N7. Speakers include 
Jeremy Corbyn MP. islingtonstopwar@googlemail.com. 

Hackney: Thursday October 22,7.30pm: Public meeting, Round Chapel, 
Powerscroft Road, London E5. Speakers include Seumas Milne, John Rees, 
hac kneystopthe war@googlemail .com. 

Tower Hamlets: Thursday October 22, 7pm: Public meeting, Davenant 
Centre, 179-181 Whitechapel Road, London El. Speakers include Jeremy 
Corbyn MP, Daud Abdullah, Lindsey German. 
towerhamlets@stopwar.org. uk. 

Palestine Solidarity Campaign 

Wednesday October 21,7.30pm: Leeds launch meeting, Friends Meeting 
House, Woodhouse Lane, (opposite Leeds University), 
www.palestinecampaign .org. 

National demonstration 

Saturday October 24: Assemble 12 noon, Hyde Park. March to Trafalgar 
Square. Troops out of Afghanistan. 

Organised by Stop the War Coalition, CND and British Muslim Initiative: 

020 780 1 2768; www.stopwar.org.uk. 

London Anarchist Bookfair 

Saturday October 24,1 lam to 6pm: Stalls, music, meetings, Queen Mary and 
Westfield College, Mile End Road, London El. 
www.anarchistbookfair.org. 

Stop the EDL 

Saturday October 31, 12 noon: Demonstration against proposed EDL 
march, Art Gallery, the Headrow, Leeds LSI. 

Organised by Unite Against Fascism: www.uaf.org.uk 

For working class political representation 

Saturday November 7, 11am to 3pm: Conference, Camden Centre, 

Bidborough Street, London WC1. Registration: infb@rmt.org.uk; RMT, 

Unity House, 39 Chalton Street, London NW1 1JD. 

Organised by RMT: info@rmt.org.uk 

Labour Representation Committee 

Saturday November 14, 10am to 5pm: Conference andAGM, Institute of 
Education, Bedford Way, London WC1 (nearest tube: Russell Square). 

Details and registration: 

http ://php.l*-c. org.uk/events/detail/lrc-conference-agm. 

CPGB wills 

Remember the CPGB and keep the struggle going. Put our party’s name and 
address, together with the amount you wish to leave, in your will. If you 
need further help, do not hesitate to contact us. 
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The Iranian coup 
four months on 

MehdiKia examines the state of the movement against the clerical regime 


I t is now four months since the 
coup in Iran, thinly disguised as 
presidential elections. Even though 
the victors of the coup appear to have 
succeeded in consolidating themselves 
and the opposition forces have 
apparently been pushed back into 
defensive positions, the massive 
anti-government demonstrations on 
September 18 - the last Friday of the 
month of Ramadan, Quds day, which is 
traditionally given over to anti-Israel 
demonstrations - show that there is 
much life left in the opposition 

Whatever happens over the next 
weeks and months, the Islamic regime 
has walked out of its fortress, crossed 
over the moat and the drawbridge has 
been irrevocably destroyed behind it 
There is no going back In this article 
I will outline the reasons for this 
conclusion, and go on to describe the 
achievements, the weaknesses and 
some of the lessons for the progressive 
forces fighting the regime in Iran. 
Hopefully there may also be some 
lessons for the left abroad, confused as 
it appears to be as to how to interpret 
the scenarios beamed at it from Iran. In 
writing this article I am hugely indebted 
to Ardeshir Mehrdad, with whom I have 
had many conversations, but I take full 
responsibility for any errors of fact, 
interpretation or analysis. 

Thecoup 

The people of Iran woke up on June 13 
to face a regime that was in fundamental 
ways different from the one that had 
been in power when they went to bed 
The night before, an hour before the 
polls closed, the news of Ahmadinejad’s 
victory with about 63% of votes 
appeared on the official Pars web site. 

One of my friends saw this and in her 
astonishment rang friends and her 
brother abroad. But by the time they 
logged on the page it had been taken 
down, to reappear about two hours affer 
the polls closed. The figure was to 
remain moieorlessthes ame throughout 
the next two days as count after count 
came in. It was a uni que exampl e of vote¬ 
counting - backwards. Anyone doubting 
not only the fact that a fraud had taken 
place, but that its scale was grotesque, 
must be a believer in Ahmadinejad’s 
halo 1 and his claim to be in touch with 
the ‘occulted’ 12thImam. The fraud was 
clearly part of apian laid outweeksbefbre 
by the sepah pasdaran (revolutionary 
guards). At one stroke they had removed 
large sections of the clerical 
establishment from power. 

The constitution of the Islamic 
Republic is a curious amalgam. One arm 
is a top-down ‘caliphate’, headed by the 
velayat faqih , who has absolute and 
unquestionable power over all civil and 
political society. 2 The other arm is a 
bottom-up ‘republic’, where anexecutive 
president and a parliament - the Majles - 
are elected by direct ballot These make 
up the twin-structures of the Islamic 
Republic. 

However, at every level the ‘republic’ 
is subordinate to the ‘caliphate’. Not 
only are representatives of the leader 
implanted into every organ of state, but 
also he is the head of the judiciary and 
the military-security apparatus. He 


chooses the Guardian Council that vets, 
and can reject out ofhand, all candidates 
and also all laws passed by the Majles . 

Yet the elections are not entirely 
sham. They have allowed the various 
factions of the regime to gain positions 
of influence within the power structure 
using the electoral process. Moreover, 
the presidency (and its cabinet) has 
executive power and the leadership 
depends on it to run the day-to-day 
affairs of the country. 

The June ‘election’ was the last 
chapter in a political project master¬ 
minded by the pasdaran (revolutionary 
guards) and the osulgran (principled) 
faction, whose fundamental goal is to rid 
the country once and for all of the 
factionalism that has blighted the ruling 
elite since the beginning. 3 Having 
pieviously conquered the town councils 
and then the Majles , the osulgran 
considered it essential to ensure that the 
presidency remained in its hands. This 
was to be the last chapter in the project 
to remove the factionalism of the regime 
and achieve yekparchegi (loosely 
translated as ‘uniformity’) - a continuous 
aim since the early days of the regime. 

Out went the ability of the various 
factions to use the election process to 
manoeuvre for power and influence. 
Out went the ‘republic’ from the 
‘Islamic Republic’ amalgam. The 
revolutionary guards and a handful of 
mullahs more or less linked to the 
supreme leader, Ali Khamenei, have 
cleared the way for the unencumbered 
‘caliphate’ - or have they? 

The protest 

The scale of the fraud was such that the 
people erupted. The streets of Tehran 
were flooded by thousands who were 
outraged at the audacity of the ‘results’. 
Everyone expected some cheating, 
but not such brazen fraud. Clearly 
Ahmadinejad subscribes to Goebbels’ 
dictum that if you make a liebig enough 
people will believe it - how could anyone 
lie so blatantly if it was not true? But the 
people had seen the scale ofparticipation 
in the voting and witnessed the pre¬ 
election fever. Over the last 30 years 
this degree of voter mobilisation has 
always meant that the protest vote 
has been higher. 

The shock to the pasdaran was 
genuine, and I think the revolutionary 
guards were caught off guard. They 
had already put in place ‘security 
precautions’, such as the suspension 
of mobilephone SMS services, incase 
of any protest. But the sheer numbers 
on Tehran’s streets had not been 
anticipated. So the pasdaran held back 
as the scale of demonstiations escalated 
to nearly three mi Hi on people by the third 
day Then, as the protest gradually lost 
its natural momentum, they moved in 
and clamped down until demonstrations 
of no more than a few hundred people 
were possible. 

It is worth reiterating that in the first 
days the entire security apparatus 
available to the regime was mobilised 
They had pulled out all the stops. If they 
had lost that day, it is difficult to imagine 
what would have happened next. They 
did not take the risk of confrontation, but 
bided their time, hoping - correctly, as it 


turned out - that street protest would 
slowly exhaust itself. 

The day three million pairs of feet 
marched Tehran’s streets was the day 
the reformist leaders instructed the 
demonstiators to walk in silence. They 
did that after slogans of “Death to the 
dictator” and “Death to Khamenei” had 
been heard on the previous days. Theie 
could not have been abetter example 
of the limitations of the reformist 
movement. Stuck between wanting to 
remain within the constitution of the 
Islamic Republic and the obvious 
pies sure from below to go beyond, they 
found themselves performing absurd 
contortions. 

For example, they tried to insist 
that peaceful demonstrations are 
constitutional, even though they knew 
full well that in the verysame constitution 
it is the Council of Guardians which 
decides what is legal. And when 
Khamenei, the supreme leader, told the 
people to stop fussing over a few million 
vote^ and go home the reformists had 
the stark choice of shutting up or joining 
the real opposition to the regime. The 
final death agony of the refoimists is the 
first main gain of the post-election 
movement. 

As significant was the evolution 
of the slogans which progressively 
marginalised and ultimately threaten 
to sideline and negate the reformist 
leadership. They went from “What 
happened to my vote?” through “Death 
to the dictator”, “Death to Ahmadinejad” 
and “Death to Khamenei”, to finally 
“ Esteqlal, azadi, jomhuri irani ” 
(“Independence, freedom, Iranian 
republic”). They shouted this in 
the streets and, when this became 
impossible, from rooftops at night. All 
the main red lines were being crossed. 
The near sacred ‘leadef notonly became 
an object of jokes, but people were 
calling for his death. This had not 
happened for 30 years and would have 
been unthinkable to the majority of 
Iranians even a few months ago. Taboo 
after taboo was being broken. 

The significance of the last 
slogan cannot be underestimated. 
“Independence, freedom, Islamic 
Republic” was the pivotal call of the 
1979 revolution - the first two words 
describing the content and the last the 
vehicle by which these were supposedly 
to be realised. This was a democratic, 
anti-imperialist revolution that contained 
the illusion that these goals could be 
achieved through an Islamic regime. By 
discarding the Islamic Republic but 
keeping the first two components, the 
people shouting this slogan were 
making a clear link with the revolution 
of 1979, declaring it to be unfinished, 
while reiterating its democratic and 
anti-imperialist aims and proclaiming 
the new, secular vehicle that was to 
bring them about 

While the slogan is only in its infancy, 
it betrays the seeds of a true anti-Islamic 
Republic up rising that is both democratic 
and independent of foreign influence. 
No ‘colour revolution’ here! This is 
the second gain of the post-election 
movement 

The third achievement was the 
forging of new links and the rudimentary 


skeleton of independent organisations. 
The involvement of youth, and 
particularly students, at the election 
headquarters of the roformist candidates 
allowed the creation of new 
acquaintances, friendships and political 
links that were consolidated further over 
the ensuing street demonstrations. The 
fact that some of the leadership of these 
street and neighbourhood actions has 
been won by the left is noteworthy. 

F ourth, when even sections of the 
ruling elite are forced to admit to and 
protest against beatings, torture and 
even rape, then you know that all the 
curtains have been tom apart They even 
tortured the son of a member of the 
usulgaran (principled) - the victors of 
the election. Of course torture is not 
new to the regime and has been well 
documented by human rights groups. 
Those reformist leaders who protest 
today know that very well - some had 
even participated in interrogations, and 
served in governments when torture and 
execution were being conducted on an 
industrial scale. Neither is rape a new 
political weapon - at one stage it was 
systematically carried out against female 
political prisoners to make sure they 
could not enter heaven. 5 Grieving 
families in 1981-83 were given not only 
the bullet that killed their loved one (and 
charged for the cost), but also a 
‘marriage’ ring by the pasdar who had 
raped them. That was the macabre ritual 
of some of the rapes that took place in 
the prisons of the regime. 

Thistime rape of both men and women 
was used as a weapon of terror. To 
admit to this is to cross another red 
line. The ethical pretensions of the 
first “rule of Allah on earth” 6 in modem 
times lies in ruins. 

Fifth, the very fact that the protest 
movements have broadly kept under the 
‘green’ umbrella is a sign of the maturity 
of the Iranian people. There is not one 
green movement, but several; or, as 
someone said, many colours are 
subsumed under the green banner. 
At one extreme are the followers of 
the defeated reformist candidates, 
Moussavi and Karroubi. At the other, 
radical sections that clearly want to 
overthrow the Islamic regime, including 
the left. In between are various shades 
of groupings, mostly not at all clearly 
defined. 

More importantly they are in a 
state of flux. This is a movement in 
development. Most of the tendencies 
within it are gelatinous and not clearly 
demarcated from other tendencies. The 
amorphous mass of protestors are linked 
through what they do not want. What 
they do want is in the process of 
evolution, and evolves at different rates 
and sometimes in contradictory ways. 
Thus at any given moment incompatible 
positions and views maybe held by 
individuals. 

At present the reformist leadership 
provides the radical elements with an 
umbrella of relative safety. That the 
physical crackdown, savage as it has 
been, has been less so than when the 
regime was liquidating enemies thatweie 
clearly outside its own circle - the left and 
the mujahedin - is evidence of this. 

F inally there was the ability of the 


protestors to use all modern means 
of communication: SMS, Facebook, 
Twitter, YouTube projected every move, 
every protest, every battle, every beating 
and most shootings across the world. 
Blogs and internet sites updated the 
world on a minute-to-iuinute basis. 
Intemet-sawy youth circumvented all 
efforts to block the information flow. 
Countless servers abroad were used to 
bypass the regime’s censorship. 

The Iranian protest movement 
became truly internationalised. The 
entire world sawNeda Aqa-Soltani’s last 
(tying moments. Her child-like innocent 
eyes as they glazed over with death 
looked out at all of us, and indelibly 
imprinted that look in the globalmemory. 
The brutal extinguishing of Neda’s 
young life, a life with such hope, 
so courageous, also sounded the 
death knell for the regime which 
pulled the trigger. 

The costs 

The achievements were underwritten by 
blood. Over a hundred killed, thousands 
beaten, tortured, raped. Many broken 
spirits forced to confess on television to 
absurd links with foreign embassies and 
agents. Mass trials. More confessions - 
some, like the one by Said Hajjarian, a 
former interrogator and one of the 
theoreticians of the reformist movement, 
verging on the comic when he blamed 
foreign textbooks used at the 
universities for the corruption of youth. 
And now the first death sentence. 7 

This is the heavy price that was paid, 
and is being paid, as thousands remain 
in prison and arrests continue daily. 
But, without wishing to belittle the 
savagery, it is much less severe than 
what we saw in the attack on Kurdistan 
in 1979, in the bl oo dy crackdown of the 
left and Mujahedin in 1981-83 and in 
the massacre of thousands of political 
prisoners at the end of the Iran-Iraq 
war in 1988. 

Perhaps among the costs we should 
also list the tactical mistakes made by the 
opposition. The reformist leadership 
was overtaken by events at every turn 
Moussavi himself admitted in the early 
days that he followed where the people 
led. Where the reformists did give 
directions, these were often mistaken 
ones, handicapped by the reformists’ 
contradictory position of being, on the 
one hand, Islamic regime insiders and, 
on the other, at the head of an 
oppositional movement that has no 
choice but to go beyond the regime if it 
is to achieve its aims. 

Silencing the millions on the one day 
when their overwhelming numerical 
advantage could have dealt a serious, 
even potentially mortal, blow to the 
revolutionary guards (at least in Tehran, 
where the regime had mobilised all the 
forces at its disposal) was a huge tactical 
mistake. So was sending them into the 
street day after day in diminishing 
numbers against an increasingly 
confident and brutal security apparatus. 
Calling on them to gather in absurd 
places, such as in front of parliament, 
where they clearly were meant to impres s 
the waverers among the Majles 
deputies. All it did was place a few 
thousand people in a place with no 
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real means of escaping the rabid 
revolutionary guards or one million- 
strong basij militia and their thugs in 
civilian clothes. 

The street was an arena of struggle 
during the 1979 revolution precisely 
because the numbers on the street kept 
on incieasing. When it became obvious 
that the numbers prepared to risk death 
and almostcertain beating was declining, 
a change in tactics would have been 
sensible for any imaginative leadership. 

The insistence on using slogans that 
only addressed the issue of elections was 
yet another error committed by the 
reformists - again arising from their real 
quandary. This weakened the ability of 
the protest to become linked to other 
social movements - eg, the women’s or 
national movement. 1 would have made 
sense to carry slogans defending the 
various other democratic demands of the 
peoples and nationalities of Iran. There 
was a unique opportunity to unite the 
various social movements into a larger 
mass. And to draw the population of 
south Tehran, the shanty towns and the 
poorer areas of the various cities into 
what has been predominantly, though 
not exclusively, a youthful protest 
movement in the northern suburbs. 

Most critical has been the failure 
to unite with the rapidly escalating 
workers’ movement. During the 
same period workers have been active 
across the country in numerous strikes, 
sit-ins, hostage-taking, occupations, 
road blocks and demonstrations. The 
economy of the country is in free fall and 
inflation is rampant. Large sections of 
Iranian industries are on the verge of 
bankruptcy. Hundreds of thousands of 
workers are being laid off or see theirj obs 
on a knife-edge. The casualisation of 
labour, laying off full-time workers and 
replacing them with part-time contract 
worka-s - on so-called white contracts 8 - 
has made the life of the working people 
of Iran impossible. Inflation has made 
already poor workers destitute. Here is 
a minefieldof actual and potential human 
material for self-organisation and protest. 

Finally the protest still remains 
predominantly in the capital, Tehran. 
While there have been demonstrations 
in Isfahan, Shiraz, Mashad, Kurdistan 
and other towns, they have been 
somewhat less extensive. 

The lessons 

What the movement lacks is determined 
organisation. And what is missing is an 
organised, united left with a clear view 
of its aims, a clear strategy and a clear 
understanding of the tactical steps 
necessary to arm the amorphous and 
multi-faceted mass movement with 
political direction. This is a moment that 
may only come once in a generation. As 
the bard said, there is a tide in the affairs 
of men which taken at the flood leads on 
to fortune. The tide is in flood and the 
chance may not return again for the 
foreseeable future. 

Unfortunately most of the forces 
that are either masquerading as left or 
are genuinely on the left inside (and 
indeed outside) Iran have a rath a* binary, 
black-and-white vision of politics. 
Movements are either to be supported 
outright or rejected out of hand Yet, on 
closer inspection the current protest 
movement in Iran can be seen to be 
made up of multiple, overlapping circles, 
with boundaries that are continuously 
in flux. The contours of these multiple 
‘green’ movements are vague and are 
continuously being dissolved and 
reformed into new shapes. 

This binary view of life and politics is 
best demonstrated by the attitude of the 
left to the reformists. Either they reject 
them outright, ignoring the fact that the 
reformists, used wisely, can help open 
up the space for the working class and 
the struggle for democratic rights. Or 
they fall behind the reformists, mouthing 
only the slogans they think are 
acceptable to them. 

One view has in reality no tactics 
to fulfil its strategy - whether it is a 
democratic republic or socialism. The 
goal becomes a mere slogan, an article 


of faith, like a religious mantra. It remains 
a distant utopia, since the groups 
upholding it have no policy to lead us 
from A to Z. 

The other view essentially ditches 
strategy (if there ever was one), replacing 
it entirely with tactics. The tactic of the 
united front becomes the strategy - an 
aim in itself. These groups become 
appendages of the reformists, mere 
followers, mouthing their slogan “Hameh 
ba hanT (“Everyone together”). Worse, 
they act as the police of the reformists, 
fearful of any slogans that might upset 
the balance, which in practice means only 
allowing those chosen by the reformist 
leadership. 

Neither group can ever hope to lead 
the present protest movement out of its 
current impasse. What is needed is the 
vision, and leadership, that can utilise a 
variety of tactics in order to broaden and 
deepen the current protests, and most 
importantly to push it beyond the limited 
aim of a rerun of the latest election. We 
have seen the seeds of this broader 
movement in the slogans that have 
surfaced here and there, as discussed 
earlier. What is now needed are tactics 
that allow this passage through the 
mountain passes ahead; to transform 
the seeds of a movement into a 
movement proper. 

Looking forward 

I will summarise a few points that I 
believe need addressing, without in any 
way claiming that these are exhaustive. 

First, it is important to realise that at 
this juncture the reformists do impart an 
umbrella that provides relative safety 
for the broader opposition. The fact that 
the regime cannot slaughter its errant 
‘children’ (what it used to call the 
khodiha - insiders) with the same 
equanimity and savagery that it can 
outsiders is witnessed by the reduced 
scale of the repression compared to 
previous waves. A vigilant, radical 


leadership would use this umbrella, 
without falling under its shadow, and 
only for as long as it provides a cover. 
But a radical leadership would pursue its 
own independent programme and push 
the movement towards the adoption of 
tactics that will ensure its deepening and 
strengthening. 

Secondly, one such tactic is the linking 
of the various social movements - 
women,nationalities, religious,etc - with 
the current protest movement One of 
the gravest error of the reformist 
leadership was to ignore everything but 
the ‘vote’. Demands that relate to these 
democratic rights should be incorporated 
in the current struggle, allowing a 
broader section of society to participate. 

Thirdly, a key movement that is 
currently boiling over with anger is that 
of the working class - a movement that 
is fighting for its very survival in the face 
of neoliba-al policies and mass layoffs. 
There has been little, or no, effort to link 
the post-election protest movement to 
the nationwide working class protests 
which have been escalating over the last 
two months. Physical and material 
support for the protesting and striking 
workers is vital - and vital now. It was 
the combination of massive street 
demonstrations and a general strike that 
broke the back of the shah. Radicals 
within the protest movement should be 
aiming towards a general strike by 
supporting and deepening the present 
dispersed working class struggles. 

Fourthly, the massive unemployment 
in the country also means that there is 
a large constituency of the poor - 
those living on the margins of society 
in the countless shanty towns 
surrounding our major cities. Inflation 
hits these millions harder than any other 
group, and increasing unemployment 
constantly adds to their number. These 
people essentially organise at the 
neighbourhood level and have been 
over the years in a continuous fight with 


the state for the means of life. 

Their battle is mainly in the basket of 
consumption, avoiding taxes, trying to 
get services such as electricity and water 
free, over roads, etc. Their main form of 
struggle is in the streets. 9 Their ongoing 
everyday fight for survival must be 
linked with the general movement for 
democracy. These people played an 
important role in the 1979 revolution. 
They can do so again. 

Fifthly, no real use has been made of 
the weapon of civil disobedience. For a 
state desperate for legitimacy, this is a 
very powerful weapon. A universal 
campaign to stop paying for water, 
electricity, municipal tax, etc will greatly 
weaken the state. These too can be 
organised at the local as well as national 
level and is another important possibility 
for self-organisation. 

The use of mass street demonstra¬ 
tions needs to be rationalised. To expect 
millions to march day in day out shows 
a poverty of tactics. People will do so 
only if each day brings out more people 
than the day before. Otherwise you 
expose the bravest and most radical of 
the protestors to arrest and worse. The 
successful Quds day demonstration 
showed that, when such protests are 
chosen wisely, the regime is forced to 
hold back from the massive repression 
of demonstrators. The time to call 
people onto the streets is when they are 
expected to be on the streets, and stream 
out with their own independent slogans. 

The protest movement has been 
internationalised, but sadly a large 
section of its real constituency - the left 
and progressive forces abroad - are 
stuck in the swamp of a simplistic, third- 
worldist ‘anti-imperialism’ lacking class 
content. It is truly pathetic to see support 
for a regime whose president 
communicates with a ghost that died 
1,100 years ago, whose regime sacks 
workers in their millions as part of a 
neoliberal privatisation policy, whose 


security forces shoot down peaceful 
demonstrators. Article after article 
shows this utter poverty of ideas, the 
disastrous notion that the enemy of my 
enemy is my friend. 10 

There isa saying in Iran, ‘We have little 
hope of any help from you. At the very 
least stop harming us.’ 11 The Iranian left 
abroad has a clear duty to teach some of 
its comrades the truths about Iran, help 
them out of their theoretical cocoon and 
gain their active support for a principled 
opposition • 

Notes 

1. Ahmadinejad has claimed that during his recent 
speech to the UN general council a halo appeared 
over him. He has repe ate dly said that he is in 
direct contactwith The 12th Shia imam Mahdi, 
whose occultation occurred in The 10th century 
and whose reappearance will herald the day of 
judgment. 

2. Article 5 of the constitution describes his role 
in this way: “During the occultation of the 
valial-asr (may god hasten his reappearance), the 
vilayah and leadership of the ummah devolve 
upon the just and pious faqih , who is fully aware 
of the circumstances of his age; courageous, 
resourceful and possessed of administrative 
ability, he will assume the responsibilities of this 
office in accordance with article 107.” 

3. See AMehrdad, M Kia, ‘Re gime crisis and the 
new conservatives’ Weekly Worker September 8 
2005; and www.iran-buletin.org: www.iran- 

b ulletin. or g/I B- MEF - 3/ 
presidentia lelections_edite d.htm. 

4. The regime ultimately accepted that there could 
have been up to three million fraudulent votes - 
not enough to upset their safe margin of‘victory’. 

5. It is believed lhat virgin girls will 
automatically go to heaven, whatever their sins. 

6. Article 2 of the constitution states: “The 
Islamic Republic is a system based on belief in the 
One God (as stated in the phrase, “There is no 
God except Allah”), His exclusive sovereignty 
and the right to legislate, and the necessity of 
submission to His commands.” 

7. w ww. iranhrdc. org/httpdoc s/E ng lish/p df sf 
Pr essRe leases/2 00 9/ 

Statement%20 on%20execution %20o 1%20 Zam an i pdf. 

8. See Y Mather, ‘Misogynist torturers cling on 
to power’ Weekly Worker August 27. 

9. See A Bayat Street politics New York 1997. 

10. See, for example, www.wsws.org/articles/ 

2 00 9/ se p2 00 9/iran - s 21. s htm 1. 

11. Ma m ze kheire to omidi nist, shar mctresan. 
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A symptom of capitalist 
decay, not the main enemy 


F blowing the English Defence 
League’s October 10 ‘no more 
mosques’ demonstration in 
Manchester - and Unite Against 
Fascism’s shambolic counter-demon¬ 
stration - we have had the usual flurry 
of excitable and often downright irra¬ 
tional responses from the left 

Regrettably, when it comes to analys¬ 
ing and dealing with the far right, the 
large majority of leftwing groups in the 
UK seem almost totally unable to keep 
a cool head Rather, we see a pitiful re¬ 
treat into self-deluding, but, of course, 
eminently self-serving, fantasies about 
“the Nazis” who are seemingly only a 
few goose steps away from assuming 
state power. 

Sounds utterly ridiculous? Why, of 
course it is, but welcome to the strange 
world of the British left - where reality 
so often seems an optional extra. Thus 
you would be led to believe from the 
doom-laden apocalyptic reactions of 
the ‘anti-fascist left’ to the news that the 
“Nazi” British National Party will short¬ 
ly be appearing on the BBC’s ‘flagship’ 
Question time programme that just one 
lo ok at Nick Gri ffin’s face wi 11 be enough 
to spark off a 2009 equivalent of 
Kristallnacht - what sheep-like view¬ 
ers. Then again, some sections of the 
left (ie, the Socialist Workers Party) 
seem to think that Hitler’s MeinKampf 
is so impregnated with diabolical evil 
that it should only be made available to 
“duly accredited students” - who, pre¬ 
sumably, will be less likely to be corrupt¬ 
ed than your average dullard worker or 
non-student. Indeed, at various times 
figures associated with the left - such 
as Ken Livingstone - have heavily sug¬ 
gested that membership of the BNP 
should be made illegal. 

Now we have the left’s typically stu¬ 
pid and dogmatically stubborn attitude 
towards the EDL. This takes the form 
of shrilly insisting, regardless of the ev¬ 
idence or facts, that the EDL is the 
BNP’s ‘street fighting section’, and 
therefore must be “Nazi”, in which case 
there are essentially only two ways (as 
seemingly laid down in the very small 
print of the Ten C ommandments) for the 


left to react. That is, to myopically call 
for a state clamp down on EDL activity 
- as did Livingstone, of course, in his 
capacity as chair of UAF, when he stat¬ 
ed that the EDL demonstration “should 
be condemned and banned on the 
grounds of blatant religious discrimina¬ 
tion and a threat to public order”. Or, if 
tragically failing to get such a banning 
order from the “institutionally racist” 
British state - remember that one? - to 
switch into an equally mindless 
‘fash-bashing’ mode: which normally 
involves nothing much more sophisti¬ 
cated than j umping up and down (some¬ 
time s literally) in front of EDLers 
shouting, Nazi! Nazi! Nazi!’ 

So the latest issue of Socialist Work¬ 
er , with ludicrous exaggeration, tells us 
that anti-racists gathered to “face down 
one of the biggest Nazi protests” ever 
seen in central Manchester “since Os¬ 
wald Mosley and his Blackshirts in the 
1930s”. In the same pages senior SWP 
apparatchik, comrade Martin Smith, 
then proceeds to rhetorically ask the 
question, “How do we stop these Na¬ 
zis?” - going on to argue: “Once again 
UAF protesters ensured that the EDL 
was chased out of town” and “exposed 
for what it really is”: yes, the “violent 
wing of the Nazi British National Par¬ 
ty”. 1 The same sentiment had been ex¬ 
pressed a few weeks earlier in Socialist 
Worker , in a short piece entitled ‘Fas¬ 
cism’s street fighting wing’ - where we 
are informed, albeit just a tad more 
cagily, that the EDL “has been touted 
asthestreet fighting wing of the BNP”, 
and “several of the EDL’s leading or¬ 
ganisers are listed as BNP members”. 2 

In the same vein, it goes without say¬ 
ing, the SWP-run UAF issued a state¬ 
ment on the day of the EDL Manchester 
march which declared that the group is 
“linkedto the fascist BNP” and its “aim 
is to divide us by making scapegoats 
of one community, just as the Nazis 
did to the Jews in the 1930s”. Hence, 
the statement continues, though the 
EDL today “threaten the mosque”, 
tomorrow it could be the “synagogue, 
temple or church”; though they now 
“threaten Muslims”, soon it “could 


be Jews, Hindus, Sikhs, blacks, gays, 
travellers or eastern Europeans” on the 
receiving end of the EDL’s unwanted 
attention. 

Naturally, the signatories to the UAF 
statement included the great, the good 
and the very faithful - such as Ruth Kel¬ 
ly, Labour MP and Opus Dei member; 
reverend father Kevin Crinks of the 
Leigh parish of St Mary the Virgin; Rev¬ 
erend Richard Church of the United 
Reformed Church; Show Racism the 
Red Card; Muslim Council of Britain; 
Muslim-Jewish Forum of Greater Man¬ 
chester, Refugee Asylum Participatory 
Action Research, and so on. Nobody 
likes fascism, it appears. 

Of course, the SWP and the various 
popular fronts it promotes are not the 
only ones promulgating the line that the 
EDL is the proto-paramilitary wing of 
the BNP - not at all. Indeed, if anything, 
the comrades from Permanent Revolu¬ 
tion - the ‘sensible’ ones kicked out of 
Workers Power - are even more vocifer¬ 
ous advocates of left dogmatism with 
regards to the EDL, and the question 
of fascism in general. 

Therefore we read on the PR website 
that the EDL are the BNP’s “bootboys 
on the streets” and, furthermore, that 
they have “exploded the myth that fas¬ 
cism has gone respectable” - as just two 
months after the BNP won two MEP 
seats, a “ramshackle gang of racists 
have taken fascism back to the streets”. 
So, according to the PR comrades, the 
EDL is “organised by old-time Nazis in 
or around the BNP and National Front”, 
and thus on October 10 Manchester 
was “full of fascist old-timers, safely 
out of the way, overseeing the direction 
of the day” - but the core supporters, 
or foot soldiers, of the EDL are “over¬ 
whelmingly male, young, working 
class” and “pissed off”, and “have 
tapped into racism to express their hate 
of the world and everything in it” (the 
latter point contains some truth, of 
course). 

However, the PR comrades conclude, 
there is still some glimmer of hope - 
“manipulated by Nazi Gauleiters behind 
the scenes” though the EDL might be, 


it has “yet to consolidate into a fascist 
street squad”. Therefore, socialists and 
anti-fascists “must fight to stop that 
happening” or “rue the day”. 3 

Now, obviously, we too in the CPGB 
find the EDL a vile, reactionary organ¬ 
isation - its primary stock in trade, for 
the moment anyway, being a particular¬ 
ly noxious brew of raw Islamophobic 
bigotry and semi-respectable, or rela¬ 
tively mainstream, patriotic-nationalist 
sentiment. Hence its attempted two- 
minute silence (disrupted by UAF) at 
the Manchester demonstration/rally for 
“all British troops” who have died 
abroad and its professed disgust - or 
“final straw” moment - at the treatment 
handed out to the “brave soldiers” of 
the Royal Anglian Regiment when they 
returned from duty in Basra to Luton, 
only to be “greeted by an absolutely 
disgusting display, as Muslim extrem¬ 
ists called them ‘child killers’ and 
‘butchers’ and mocked their dead com¬ 
rades”. Saying enough is enough, no 
longer prepared to tolerate these “vile 
specimens” who “spew their hate 
against this country” - or so we read on 
their website - this outrage “led to the 
formation” of the EDL. 

And, of course, the EDL is keen to 
stress how it is composed of “ordinary, 
non-racist citizens” who just have had 
it up to their neck of being “treated as 
second-class citizens to the jihadis in 
our own country”. In fact, we are in¬ 
formed, the EDL takes an “actively anti¬ 
racist and anti-fascist stance” and is 
also “non-political” - having “no posi¬ 
tion on rightwing vs leftwing” and is 
open to “people of all races and faiths”. 4 

Yes, mainly baloney - and, yes, inev¬ 
itably, the EDL includes some fascists 
and BNP-leaning types. But commu¬ 
nists have to clearly state what the EDL 
is and is not - not indulge in fantasies 
or ‘anti-fascist’ leftist make-believe. In 
reality, the EDL is not the BNP’s ‘boot 
boys”, but rather a motley and ugly 
assortment - or ‘alliance’, if you really 
want to stretch a point - of nationalist, 
far-right and lumpen elements, such as 
intoxicated football hooligans and semi¬ 
criminal riffraff 


The EDL website carries both wild 
rants about UAF “communist traitors” 
and moderate proclamations of liberal 
and peaceful intent. Its report of the 
Manchester clash states: “Someone 
was trying to provoke violence, but it 
wasn’t us, and we gave Mr [Weyman] 
Bennett’s organisation the benefit of 
the doubt and assumed it wasn’t them 
either ... The EDL is firmly committed 
to peaceful protest, and has no inten¬ 
tion to engage in violence in any form. 
We wish the same could be said of the 
UAF members, who tried to break 
through police lines to attack us on 
Saturday.” 5 

Naturally, such a disparate and 
fissiparous set of forces - a sort of ‘anti¬ 
rainbow coalition’ - is pre-programmed 
to explosively split apart as soon as 
someone tries to impose any sort of 
‘common line’ or organisational disci¬ 
pline upon it and its members/support¬ 
ers. Indeed, you can almost bet money 
on the fact that the EDL’s sudden de¬ 
mise will be attended by chaotically 
violent scenes - probably a good-old 
fashioned far-right internecine ruck in 
some non-smoke-filled room in a seedy, 
dilapidated pub which serves you crap, 
watered-down beer and stale crisps. 

In other words, the EDL - as things 
stand now - is heading in precisely the 
opposite direction to the BNP, which, 
of course, possesses a commonly ac¬ 
cepted programme (or series of mani¬ 
festos) and is totally unafraid to erect 
and impose organisational structures, 
norms and discipline. One of which, 
quite self-evidently, is opposition to 
any form of street fighting - to any¬ 
thing, in fact, which has even the vagu¬ 
est hint of paramilitary activity. And 
why on earth would the BNP want to 
do anything else at this juncture, given 
the sadly undeniable fact that its ‘elec¬ 
toral turn’ has reaped some quite con¬ 
siderable success - and there being no 
rational reason to think that such polit¬ 
ical achievements cannot be built and 
improved upon? Nick Griffin and his co¬ 
thinkers may be many things, but reck¬ 
lessly stupid or suicidal they are most 
definitely not. 
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Hence the quick off the mark BNP 
condemnation of the EDL, publicly des¬ 
ignating it as a “proscribed organisa¬ 
tion”, and thus making it a potentially 
expellable offence to join or get in¬ 
volved with it In the no doubt sincere 
and slightly exasperated words of the 
BNP’s national organiser, Eddy Butler, 
“time and time again the lying mediahas 
linked the BNP with the EDL’s activi¬ 
ties”. But of course, went on Butler 
in his official media statement of 
September 3, the BNP “does not 
march in the streets, but rather 
campaigns in an ordinary democratic 
fashion in elections” - such as “door- 
to-door canvassing and leafleting”. The 
overriding reason for the “proscription” 
of the EDL, continued Butler, is that 
“through its activities” - like the Man¬ 
chester demonstration, for instance - 
the EDL “brings nationalist and patri¬ 
otic politics into disrepute”, and (impor¬ 
tantly) “probable arrest for anyone who 
attends its events”. 6 

Indeed, the BNP has suggested that 
the EDL might even have been “insti¬ 
gated” and “encouraged” by the Brit¬ 
ish state - a sting operation to blacken 
the 4 good name’ of the now respecta¬ 
ble BNP. It was even alleged on the 
Hope Not Hate blog - which, mindyou, 
is closely aligned to UAF, so may not 
be an entirely reliable source of infor¬ 
mation on such a matter - that Griffin 
and his deputy, Simon Darby, have 
been recorded (larking about?) calling 
the EDL a “neo-con operation” and a 
“Zionist false flag operation”: all de¬ 
signed, they supposedly banter, to 
“create a real clash of civilisations 
right here on our streets between Is¬ 
lam and the rest of us”. 7 

What about the EDL itself? What 
does it say about accusations of rac¬ 
ism, fascism and links to the BNP? Its 


report of the Manchester demo claims 
that “the support we received from peo¬ 
ple of all races, who applauded us as 
we walked by, was extraordinarily en¬ 
couraging. The UAF’s dishonest at¬ 
tempts to paint us as racists or to link 
us to the BNP, who we denounce, are 
looking increasingly ridiculous.” 8 

Of course, it could be the case that 
both the BNP and EDL are engaged in 
a truly Machiavellian conspiracy to pull 
the wool over our eyes - publicly con¬ 
demning each other, while disguising 
the fact that they are in reality two wings 
of the same “fascist” movement. Or 
there is the alternative, more prosaic ex¬ 
planation, which is that the BNP at this 
stage is genuinely committed to the far 
more lucrative path of electoral politics 
and does not want to touch the likes of 
the EDL with a barge-pole. 

The central reason why the SWP and 
others on the left desperately need to 
‘prove’ that the EDL are the BNP’s 
“boot boys” is relatively straightfor¬ 
ward - because it sticks to the orthodox 
(and quite correct) Marxist view that 
fascism out of power is organised non¬ 
state violence, the mobilisation of a 
confused and enraged mass move¬ 
ment, especially against the left and the 
workers’ movement, obj ectively in the 
service of finance capital. In power fas¬ 
cism bureaucratises, merges with the 
state and eliminates anti-capitalist rad¬ 
icals within its ranks. 

Obviously, given the BNP’s suc¬ 
cess in winning councillors and 
MEPs, its refusal to behave like clas¬ 
sical fascists and the left’s abject fail¬ 
ure to unite, even on the relatively 
easy terrain of elections, EDL is a 
godsend 4 Look, fighting street gangs 
at last! ’ - and the left at least has a 
chance of chasing, cornering and 
perhaps even physically whipping 


this pathetic bunch of no-hopers ... 
and all with the blessing of their pop¬ 
ular frontist alliance of bishops, im¬ 
ams, media personalities, trade union 
officials and pro-capitalist MPs. 

A disastrous and utterly self-defeat¬ 
ing course which sees the SWP - and 
those that follow its example - forget¬ 
ting about socialism and the main ene¬ 
my being the state. 

Instead the anti-Nazi credentials of 
the British establishment are praised, 
embellished and called upon to deci¬ 
sively deal with the lumpen menace. 
Naturally, in so doing the SWP, et al , 
looks to, seeks dialogue with and 
increasingly becomes a wing of 
mainstream bourgeois opinion, albeit 
its extreme left. 

So the left has a choice. Either it is 
heads down, disengage the brain, keep 
on huffing and puffing about “the Na¬ 
zis” and ‘bashing the fash’. Or, alterna¬ 
tively, devote your energies to building 
a united Marxist party capable of win¬ 
ning millions and challenging capital¬ 
ism and the mainstream nationalism 
and chauvinism - the soil out of which 
fascism grows • 

Eddie Ford 

Notes 

1. Socialist Worker October 19. 

2. Socialist Worker September 19. 

3. My emphasis - www.permanentrevolution.net/ 
entry/2855. 

4. www. eng lish defenceleag ue. o rg/Who -are- the- 
e dl-english- defe nee- le agueJitml. 

5. www. eng lish def ence league, org/10 -10-0 9- 

E ng lish -Def enc e-Lea gu e-EDL -Dem on str ation - 
in-Manch ester-10th-October.html. 

6. http : lib np. or g. uk/2 0 09/0 9/th e-e ng lis h- 
defence- league-a- statement from-the- 
bnp%E2 %80 %99 s- national-organiser. 

7. www.hopenothate.org.uk/blog/article/520/ 
BNP-b lame- Zionists-f or- EDL. 

8. www. eng lish def ence league, org/10 -10-0 9- 

E ng lish -Def enc e-Lea gu e-EDL -Dem on str ation - 
in-Manch ester-1 Oth-October.html. 


Rhetoric, stunts and divisions 


T he English Defence League 
managed to pull in around 700 
supporters from across the coun¬ 
try for its October 10 demonstration in 
Manchester. They appear to be an 
odd mix of politically disorientated, 
white, male workers, football firm hoo¬ 
ligans, the sincerely crazy, and hard¬ 
core members of tiny far-right and 
fascist group lets. Here and there stiff- 
arm salutes were thrown up. 

Opposing them in a counter-demon¬ 
stration, organised by Unite Against 
Fascism, were around 1,500 anti-fas¬ 
cists, made up of the left, trade union¬ 
ists (including Manchester TUC, plus 
RMT and NUJ branches), LGBT organ¬ 
isations and Hope Not Hate. It was a 
good turnout considering the police 
had been doing everything they could 
to scare anti-racists off and had ap¬ 
pealed to the mosque to stop Muslim 
youth coming out onto the streets. The 
police and ‘oommunity leaders’ did not 
want to see a repeat of Harrow or B ir- 
mingham. 

There were 48 arrests overall, with 
many coming from the counter-demon¬ 
stration. The police attacked the anti- 
EDL forces, causing several injuries, 
including a broken arm and deep flesh 
punctures after a police dog went out 
of control. Whipped up into a frenzy, 
the dog was biting not only demonstra¬ 
tors on both sides, but other dogs and 
the police themselves. 

There were poorly organised, half¬ 
hearted attempts to break police lines 
to get to the EDL. Socialist Workers 
Party national secretary Martin Smith 
corralled (unarmed) young comrades 
to march against police lines that were 
three-deep. The lines never broke, of 
course, but this was a cynical gesture 
to give the SWP’s class-collaboration¬ 
ist UAF politics a veneer of activist 
radicalism. 

After the UAF demo ended, there 
were sporadic clashes with the police, 
with small groups of protesters from 
both sides trying to get at each other. 


During one incident two confused EDL 
supporters started hitting one another 
- perhaps an indication of their general 
level ofintelligence. When the EDL and 
anti-fascists did clash, it was 60 anti-fas¬ 
cists against a group of 16 EDL support¬ 
ers, which ended in the EDL suppOrta's 
taking a battering and having to be 
saved by the police. 

The left has either daimed a massive 
victory (SWP and Communist Party of 
Britain) or called the mobilisation a de- 
feat(AUiance for Workers’Liberty Work¬ 
ers Power and Permanent Revolution). 
It was neither. There were some posi¬ 
tives. The worko's ’ movement managed 
to organise through the unions and left 
groups enough to constitute a viable 
counter-demonstration and harass the 
EDL. Not only did the UAF outnumber 
the EDL two to one, but we also had a 
lively and young group of supporters, 
with many people coming to a demon¬ 
stration for the first time. 

The negative side was expressed not 
in the fact that we did not break police 
lines and beat up more EDLers, but that 
the event was a continuation of the 
same bankrupt strategy the left has 
been following for years. In the run-up 
the SWP, under the guise of UAF, 
talked up the possibility of getting the 
EDL march banned by the state. They 
pleaded with councillors and self-ap¬ 
pointed ‘community leaders’ to put 
pressure on the local authority. As in 
Birmingham, their pleas fell on deaf 
ears. It was then decided to ask permis¬ 
sion to hold a counter-demonstration, 
which was granted Yet the SWP sold 
it as a call to “occupy Piccadilly Gar¬ 
dens”. The first of many attempts to 
cover its liberal and class-collaborative 
approach with radical rhetoric. 

During the organising meeting mem¬ 
bers of the Revolutionary Communist 
Group asked if there could be speako*s 
from the left at the official rally. They 
were flatly refused, as platform space 
was to be reserved for local MPs and 
religious leaders. We cannot have peo¬ 


ple talking about the working class or 
socialism at an anti-fascist rally, can we? 

In response individuals from a 
number of groups, including Permanent 
Revolution and Green Left, plus an as¬ 
sortment of anarchists, established 
their own organising committee under 
the name of Manchester Socialist Fo¬ 
rum. Instead of going along with the 
dictates of UAF, they organised their 
own contingent with their own litera¬ 
ture to march at a different time. 

What united both of the organising 
groups, however, was their complete 
and utter failure to raise socialist poli¬ 
tics. MSF, despite its name, refused to 
print leaflets that stressed working 
class politics, concentrating instead on 
‘bash the fash’ militancy. Communist 
Students members and other comrades 
argued for the demonstration to be or¬ 
ganised along clear socialist lines. Ap¬ 
parently keeping on board a couple of 
anarchists and liberals was more impor¬ 
tant. So we had two rival organising 
groups, two rival starting times and two 
rival leaflets putting forward the same 
bankrupt politics and strategy. 

The next big encounter with the EDL 
will be in Leeds on Octobo* 31. It is im¬ 
portant to mobilise the workers’ move¬ 
ment and youth to come out and build 
a lively counter-demonstration. Man¬ 
chester CS will be looking to work as 
widely as possible with others in the 
movement and on campus. Manches¬ 
ter CS will be producing its own litera¬ 
ture explaining how the far right can be 
stopped and why the approach of UAF 
and its left rivals have failed 

It is clear that the left needs a new 
approach Our priority has to be the for¬ 
mation of a Marxist workers’ party that 
can take on the bourgeois state and all 
its parties. What we need is a political 
alternative to fight the system that 
spawns the far right - which must be 
opposed not just with our fists, but 
with something for more powerful: our 
ideas • 
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T he rise and rise of the British 
National Party is a source of much 
consternation in contemporary 
Britain, among bourgeois society 
and the left alike. 

The BNP is viewed as a fascist 
interloper, sneaking into ‘mainstream’ 
politics with murderous intent. Yet there 
is remarkably little analysis of what it 
actually means to call a formation fascist, 
let alone whether the BNP fits the bill. The 
challenge of systematically accounting 
for fascist formations in the capitalist 
social order largely lies unfulfilled, 
despite interesting - if flawed - woiks in 
the post-war Marxist tradition, notably 
Nicos Poulantzas’s Fascism and 
dicta to rsh ip (1974). 

Nigel Copsey, is reader in modem 
history at the University of Teeside - ie, 
a bourgeois academic. His book, while 
for the most part a work of contemporary 
British political history, does propose a 
theory of fescism which - he contends - 
includes the BNP. While fundamentally 
flawed, his analysis in this regard does 
highlight certain limitations to the 
‘classic’ writings of the Marxist tradition; 
as such, it is worth closer examination. 

The historical side to the book is 
perhaps the least controversial from our 
angle. Indeed, Copsey’s work provides 
a concise, but still detailed, history of the 
BNP, which is highly illuminating. He 
opens with a biographical sketch of John 
Tyndall, which pays great attention to 
his various political apprenticeships: he 
came into politics through the League 
of Empire Loyalists, a rabidly pro¬ 
imperialist ginger group on the fringes 
of the Tory Party. The LEL’sleada* was 
AK Chesterton, cousin to the illustrious 
GK - while the latter was a rather 
lukewarm anti-Semite with Zionist 
leanings, the former was a full-blooded 
advocate of esoteric Jewish-conspiracy 
theories. In Copsey’s view, it is 
Chesterton’s influence that confirmed 
Tyndall as the virulent anti-Semite he 
remained until his death (p8). 

Through the LEL, Tyndall met many 
future associates, including Martin 
Webster and Colin Jordan. Before long, 
all had tired of the LEL’s disorganised 
political work and ideological 
moderation (Jordan in particular, an overt 
neo-Nazi, chafed with the Tory- 
imperialist outlook). After a complicated 
series of factional struggles, Tyndall 
and Jordan were united in the 1960s 
incarnation of the BNP. 

Within its ranks, an increasingly 
eccentric Jordan formed a hardened 
(if slightly self-parodic) SS-type 
organisation called Spearhead, including 
Tyndall - it is this group, and the 
self-explanatory National Socialist 
Movement that grew out of it, which 
would dog Tyndall for the rest of his 
career, photographic evidence of the 
stiff-arm-saluting Spearhead cadre 
providing precious ammunition to 
anti-fascists. Tyndall would later call 
it a “profound mistake” (pi3). The 
shambolic end to theNSM resulted in 
the long run in Tyndall’s abandonment 
of ‘hard’ Nazismfortheradalised British 
nationalism of the National Front and 
later the BNP. 

The identification of Tyndall with this 
Nazi episode was convenient for the 
NF’s opponents. But Copsey points out 
that the ideas which made Jordan’s 
Nazism attractive -biologicalradsm, anti- 
Semitism - had domestic sources apart 
from Hitlerism. Chesterton we have 
already noted, but the fascists of the 
1950s-60s were also highly influenced by 
the racial pseudo-science of Arnold 
Leese (Jordan even charmed Leese’s 
widow into naming him his political heir 


Nick Griffin: murky past 

(p9)). Tyndall was no exception. 

Copsey’s view of the history of the 
BNP is highlighted by his subtitle - the 
British National Party and the quest for 
legitimacy. Tyndall is portrayed as 
flirting with the big time, but consistently 
falling back on ‘hard’ fascist ideology as 
a means of cementing his own power 
overthe organisation While in the 1980s 
the BNP could be viewed as a more 
‘domesticated’ variant of fascism (as 
opposed to the bizarre flirtations with 
quasi-revolutionary third positionism 
and Strasserite ‘left’ Nazism favoured 
by different factions of the rump NF, 
of Italian and German extraction 
respectively). 

It is the latter milieu in which the 
BNP’s current leader, Nick Griffin, cuthis 
own political teeth. Again, Copsey’s 
biographical information is highly 
interesting, and goes into some detail on 
the esoteric lurches in the NF. The third 
positionists advocated the creation of a 
hardened cadre of‘political soldiers’, 
entirely and superhumanly dedicated to 
the cause: their aim was to break down 
the global capitalist system, leaving all 
nations autarkic and self-determining. 
And they meant all nations - the August 
1987 issue of National Front News 
declared in a headline, “Black is 
beautiful” (p45). Amazingly, this idea 
never achieved much traction among the 
broader far right... 

Griffin’s ideologically protean 
character is infamous: mere months 
before outing himself as a BNP 
moderniser, he was editor of the 
holocaust-denial journal The Rune, wad 
he was recruited into the BNP by Tyndall 
as a ‘hard-line’ supporter against the 
‘modemising’ wing. 

A key turning point is the first BNP 
victory in a local council seat, in a 
Millwall by-election in 1993. Copsey 
devotes a chapter to this episode, and 
the subsequent drop-off in support 
Behind the apparent breakthrough 
lay a strategy of patient community 
oiganising among the white population 
of Tower Hamlets, a notoriously 
deprived borough racially divided 
primarily between whites and ethnic 
Bangladeshis. 

The BNP’s efforts, however, began 
against the background of some very 
fishy manoeuvres from the mainstream 
parties. The Liberal Democrats in the 
area, in particular, had already been 


nicknamed ‘London’s secret racists’, for 
their covert appeals to the chauvinist 
insecurities of white residents about 
Bangladeshi immigration. For Copsey, 
the Lib Dems prepared the ground for 
the BNP, who only had to emerge as the 
‘best fighters’ for ‘rights for whites’ 
(pp51-75). It is the generalisation of this 
strategy of building ‘legitimacy’ at the 
local level which, combined withthe self- 
imposed moderation of the BNP’s public 
image, has enabled ittogrow so powerful 
in this decade - but only against a 
background of a hysterical reactionary 
press, to which the political mainstream 
constantly panders (pp 141-45). 

Definition 

In his analysis of fascism as such, 
Copsey is on shakier ground. He 
chooses to define it wholly in terms 
of ideology, attempting to identify 
fascism’s differentiae specificae in the 
tropes of its discourse. 

He follows another academic, Cas 
Mudde, in defining the “extreme righf ’ 
as uniting notions of “(ultra) nationalism, 
racism, xenophobia, anti-democracy and 
the strong state” (p78). Fascism takes 
this “to the revolutionary extreme”, 
advocating the overthrow of the existing 
regime (p79), thus distinguishing it 
from the neo-populist Front National 
in France and so forth, which prefer 
to “ethnically homogenise [liberal] 
democracy” rather than overthrow it 
(p80). From here, he arrives at the 
“consensus” definition of contemporary 
“fascist studies” - “an attempt to create 
a new form of post-liberal national 
community - an alternative modernity - 
by a movement orregime that aspires to 
the total or ‘totalitarian’ transformation 
of culture and society” (original 
emphasis, p81). 

The primary weakness of Copsey’s 
approach is that, taken to its logical 
conclusion, it is little more than 
a taxonomical pedantry with no 
consequences for social theory. Thus 
the BNP - an analysis of a 2004 drive to 
formalise its ideology attests - falls under 
this ‘generic fascist’ definition, and the 
Italian Alleanza Nazi on ale does not. So 
what? It certainly appears in that case 
the ‘fascists’ are perfectly capable of 
assuming the political practice and 
public image of the ‘non-fascists’. 
Copsey behaves not so much like a 
political theorist or historian as an 


unimaginative literary critic. 

For a definition to have theoretical 
value, it must generate perspectives 
which can orient practice. A Marxist 
approach is necessarily more dynamic. 
For the classic writings of Marxists on 
the subject, fascism is a conjunctural 
phenomenon, thrown up by the 
defeat of the revolution in western 
Europe. In the famous phrase of Clara 
Zetkin, fascism is “a punishment of 
the proletariat for failing to carry 
on the revolution begun in Russia” 
(w ww. m arxi sts. org/arc hive/ z etkin/ 
1923/08/fascism.htm). Reactionary 
ideas traditionally associated with 
a decaying aristocracy coalesce in 
mass movements of a sometimes 
religious and always fanatically 
nationalistic character; the state 
monopoly of armed force breaks down, 
as the bourgeoisie becomes reliant 
on the paramilitary formations of the 
fascists. Fascism so comes to 
dominate anti-communist reaction in the 
period that even a Catholic militaiy man 
like Francisco Franco adopts fascist 
ideology and absoibs Falangist militias 
into his forces. 

Yet we are still talking about the 1920s 
and 3 0s heie, where these ideas do orient 
practice; in many ways, and not least due 
to the political decrepitude of‘official 
communist’ popular frontism, Marxist 
theory on the subject is put ‘on hiatus’, 
as it were; after the war. After the fesdst 
countries are defeated in 1945, fascism 
is chased to the margins of politics 
throughout Europe. It no longer has the 
character of a mass movement. Yet the 
classical Marxist account is founded on 
its mass character. 

Copsey correctly challenges any 
theory of fascism to account for “the 
post-Auschwitz period [which] has seen 
fascism adapting to pariah status” (p79). 
And we may concede to him that the 
momentousness of fascist power in 
its prime has attained a persistence 
through time with a heterogeneous 
yet closely related assemblage of 
ideological elements. 

What, we can legitimately ask, does it 
all have to do with the price of eggs? 
Copsey’s answer is conterminous with 
his politics - a ‘revolutionaiy’ formation 
cannot be considered ‘legitimate’ by the 
regime it seeks to destroy, thus it 
provides a rationale for escalating state 
sanctions against the BNP (and who 


knows who else?). Alas, he opines, 
“given the rapid expansion of electronic 
media”, to “exclude its representatives 
from the mainstream social andpolitical 
arena” is “not as easy as it once was” 
(p200). Instead, anti-fesd sts must tackle 
the BNP “head-on”: not with “physical 
force” (bad news for some onthe left...), 
but by “setting the record straighf ’ on 
the grievances exploited by the BNP, 
and winning its broader base back to 
liberal democracy (pp201-02). He also 
advocates an alternative vote system to 
replace the current first-past-the-post 
method (p202). 

Obviously this answer is not good 
enough for communists - we do not want 
to win people to liberal democracy, but 
to its radical democratic negation; we 
certainly do not advocate electoral 
‘reforms’ which are actually less 
democratic than the present system. 
However, the role of ideology in 
cohering the core of contemporary 
fascist organisations has to be 
acknowledged. BNP leader Nick Griffin, 
in his arguments over reforming his 
party, maintains the need to “teach 
the truth to the hardcore” - and, in 
fact, Copsey argues that the BNP 
set-up encourages this division 
between a hardened cadre base and 
a broader, more publicly respectable 
peripheral membership, through 
denying recruits full membership 
rights for several years (pi71). 

Yet this amounts to a serious 
contradiction in the BNP; it feces similar 
difficulties to many leftwing groups in 
maintaining a ‘hard’ ideological identity 
at variance with its political practice. The 
BNP is a fascist organisation; it is not 
simply that there are fascists in it, but the 
fascists in it form the leadership and 
party apparat , withthe non-fascists kept 
sweet at arm’s length. Yet its fascism is 
itself in contradiction to its political 
strategy; either it will dissolve itself into 
the ‘mainstream’ far right, with the 
remaining fesdst activists splitting off (as 
happened with the Italian AN), or its 
fascist character will ‘win’, andthepaity 
will be forced into a wrenching 
reorientation when the contradiction 
exacts its retribution. 

The BNP will not simply trudge ever 
onwards, slowly increasing its vote, 
until - pouf! - we are under the iron heel 
of a motley crew of holocaust deniers, 
Islamophobes and chauvinist white 
van me a Its success is coterminous 
with the decline of bourgeois politics 
as a meaningful practice to large 
sections of society - particularly at the 
local level. In the bigger picture, the 
contradiction between capitalism’s 
immanently global nature and its 
parasitism on national state formations 
generates small far-right groups as a 
necessary excrescence; exactly how 
small depends on the conjuncture, and 
this happens to be a relatively 
propitious one, but panic overthe BNP 
remains misplaced. 

To cut off the BNP’s support in any 
serious way, we must build a serious 
political altemativeto capitalism, which 
will empower the masses in their unity 
rather than set sections at odds with 
each other. In a word, we need to build 
a serious socialist movement which can 
challenge bourgeois hegemony, and as 
a consequence of that the fascist 
rodents nibbling at its heels. The 
conventional wisdom has it the other 
way round - and it must be abandoned 
The system generates groups such as 
the BNP: defeating them amounts not 
to defending the system, but 
superseding it# 

James Turley 
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FILM 


Terror in a tank 


Jim Moody previews some of the offerings at this year’s London Film Festival 


A lready a prize-winner at the 
Venice International Film 
Festival, Lebanon (director and 
writer: Samuel Maoz) is the most recent 
Israeli attempt on film to deal with what 
is a continuing festering sore: the 1982 
Lebanon war. 

Despite a long-term Palestine 
Liberation Organisation ceasefire, on 
June 6 1982 the Israel Defence Forces 
invaded southern Lebanon, primarily to 
attack and destroy the PLO and its allies. 
Assassination attempts on two Israeli 
diplomats by non-PLO groups, in April 
by the Lebanese Armed Revolutionary 
Fraction (successful) and on June 3 by 
the Abu Nidal faction (unsuccessful), 
provided the flimsy pretext to ‘get’ 
the PLO. 

‘ Op erati on Peace for Galilee ’, as it was 
called in Israel, started with attacks on 
PLO forces, sections of the Syrian army, 
leftist armed groups and Muslim 
Lebanese forces. It ended with Israeli 
occupation of southern Lebanon for the 
next three years. Three months after the 
invasion, prime minister Ariel Sharon’s 
government let loose 150 pro-Israel 
Lebanese Christian militia (aka 
Phalangists, modelled after Franco 
Spain’s fascist Falange) in the Sabra and 
Shatila refugee camps, where they 
massacred at least 800 civilians; the IDF 
manned the camp exits, preventing 
anyone escaping. 

Lebanon commences with an Israeli 
tank crew starting duty early on the 
morning of the invasion of Lebanon in 
June 1982. This is their first taste of 
combat after training. All of the tank’s 
crew are conscripts, just like every other 
private, sergeant and first sergeant ranks 
in the IDF. 

Tank commander As si (ItayTiran), 
gunner Shmuel (Yoav Donat), 
ammunition loader Herzl (Oshri Cohen), 
and driver Yigal (Michael Moshonov) 
comprise the crew. Director Moaz, who 
was a tank gunner himself in theLeb anon 
War, has said: “The Armoured Corps is 
the proletariat of the Israel Defence 
Forces. If you’re healthy and don’t want 
to volunteer for the paratroopers, you’ll 
most likely wind up in the Armoured 
Corps. That’s howl became part of a tank 
crew” (director’s statement). 

As si gets his instructions from 
paratroop officer Jamil (Zohar Strauss), 
who is keen to exert his authority 
over the tank crew, going over their 
commander’s head to give strict ordeis 
to the gunner about who to fire on and 
when. Quite apart fromthe factofthe IDF 
hierarchy involved, it is clear that the 
professional soldier has little time for 
young men who are evidently amateur 
killeis, unlike him. As an example of this 
professionalism, he brazenly orders 
them to refer to phosphorous shells as 
‘burning cloud’ over their radios, as their 
use in civilian areas is illegal under 
international law. 

In their first skirmish while waiting to 
move to a town levelled by the Israeli 
air force, Shmuel hesitates to fire on 
a speeding car that comes into his 
crosshairs, so paratroopers outside the 
tank haveto stop it in a hail of small aims 
fire. Next time a vehicle appears, Shmud 
overreacts and shells a chicken former’s 
truck on the way to market; Jamil 
callously puts the maimed driver out of 
his misery as if he were a wounded 
animal. Then it is on to the town in order 
to clean up whatever the bombers and 
strafers of the air have left them to pick 
over. As it happens, they come upon a 
militiaman who is holding a family 
hostage; the paras open file and kill most 
of the family collaterally while taking out 
the militiaman. The surviving young 



Lebanon: half mad 


mother (Reymonde Amsellem) is burnt 
and loses her clothes, sent half mad 
by the loss of her husband and child; 
but the tank grinds on, leaving her 
bereft in the ruins. 

Sound, motion and filth inside the tank 
set everyone’s nerves jangling; the 
imaginary stench that is evoked adds to 
the overpowering shock that these 
young men experience in being caught 
up in killing civilians. They have never 
experienced violence like this. After 
being massively jolted by a rocket- 
propelled gienade (RPG), the RPG finer, 
a Syrian soldier (Dudu Tassa), is 
captured and chained up inside the tank 
by Jamil. When a friendly Phalangist 
(Ashraf Barhom) arrives to help them 
get out of hostile territory, he wants 
the Syrian so he can torture him. But 
the Israeli soldiers keep him from 
such depravity. 

Just as Das Boot was able to give an 
inkling of what it might have been like in 
a German submarine in World War II, 
depicting the stresses and strains that 
its military personnel had to withstand, 
so too Lebanon performs a useful 
humanistic role. Itshows us the cleft stick 
into which raw conscripts were fixed 
by the war in Lebanon. Individuals put 
in impossible situations by extreme 
circumstances have only their comrades 
to depend upon and their consciences 
to guide them. Just as no-one came 
back from Lebanon unaffected, so 
today troops returning from Iraq and 
Afghanistan bear invisible marks of 
what they have been forced to do. 

Issues raised by Lebanon help refute 
arguments to boycott such cultural 
artefacts originating in Israel. This is no 
paean of praise for Israel’s invasion of 
Lebanon, but is inherently critical, based 
as it is on the writer-director’s own 
experiences and those of others involved 
in the film’s creation. It is a visceral 
portrayal of what IDF conscripts were 
caught up in 27 years ago, carrying out 
orders with little idea of what it was all 
for. It was part of a system that continues 


to this day. 

Modem saintliness 

Another film that deals with issues 
around belief and their material 
manifestations portrays a teenager in 
thrall to religious fervour. Hadewijch 
holds a lotofpromi se as it unfoIds. Celine 
(Julie Sokolowski) is just too keen to 
suffer like a martyr, as did her saintly 
13th century ha-oine, Hadewijch, whose 
name she has taken as a novitiate. So 
much is this so that her mother superior 
makes her leave the convent and ‘re¬ 
enter the world’. 

Celine returns to the bosom of her 
family, which comprises her government 
minister father and her equally distant 
mother. Afraid of no-one and pleasant 
to all, Celine befriends Yassine (Yassine 
Salime), a Muslim young man from the 
banlieues. He is impressed by her 
frankness, but less so by her adamant 
declaration that she will always be a 
virgin: “I love Christ,” she states baldly 
- exclusively, we must assume. 

Yassine and Celine nonetheless 
remain friends; he introduces her to his 
brother, Nassir (Karl Sarafidis), who is 
just as much a believer as she is, though 
in Islam. She is distressed that god fails 
to be ‘with her’ all the time, which is 
disappointing for someone so much in 
love with the immortal being. Make no 
mistake, though; this is no passing 
fancy. Celine’s spiritual passion for the 
godhead is so strong it is almost 
tangible. She is as committed to her 
expression of love as anyone might be 
to any other cause on earth And this is 
her Achilles heel. 

Nassir harclly has to persuade Celine 
to go with him to witness military attacks 
on people who happen to be Muslims. 
It may be in Gaza, though this is unclear. 
While there, she meets Islamic militants 
who welcome her commitment to ‘the 
fight’ as a Christian; she wholeheartedly 
and unreservedly joins their cause as a 
full expression of her foith. 

BackinParis, Celine prays in Christian 


manner side by side with Nassir and 
Yassine as Muslims, before setting out 
on amission. A bombing that follows has 
clearly involved her, though nothing 
explicit in the film confirms this to be the 
case. Celine’s attempt to be close to god 
has, though, not achieved the desired 
effect - but the film fails to explain 
satisfactorily why she believes this 
action would have done so. 

Clearly human beings, who in the 
cases she witnessed were Muslim, 
were suffering immensely, but her lack 
of explication gives us too few clues 
as to why this application of her 
Christian faith is preferable to some 
other manifestation of it. She does 
meet a saviour, it is true, but not the 
one she expected. 

The main character’s divorce from her 
family and society leads her to be 
distanced from reality and real people, 
just as she feels an overpowering need 
to connect more closely with ultimate 
alienation by believing herself in direct 
contact with the deity. In such an 
ecstatic state of spiritual elation a feeling 
of godlike omnipotence cannot be far 
away The next day it is not so simple. 

Other highlights 

A single man: Tom Ford’s debut feature, 
based on Christopher Isherwood’s 1964 
novel of the same name, is a moving 
evocation of a loved one’s loss. This is 
s et in times (1962) when a ‘1 ove that dared 
not speak its name’, homosexuality, was 
far from accepted by society. Although 
the survivor, LA lecturer George (Colin 
Firth) is partially sustained by his fellow 
Londoner, Charlie (Juliarme Moore), his 
grief at the loss of Jim (Matthew Goode) 
is very nearly too great to bear. 

While societal questions of gay 
oppression and prejudice are examined 
- appropriately in foirly tangential style - 
the film’s poignancy has a wido* remit, 
dealing with the despair of bereavement 
that is part ofthehuman condition. One’s 
1 ife p artner dies young and the nightmare 
just does not stop: so is it even 


necessary to carry on? As viewers we 
share George’s pain and jointly visit the 
possibilities that spring to his mind. 
Vagaries and the chances ofl ife it self can, 
however, furnish some balm; the sun 
begins to shine again for George, too. 
Shed your tears and walk away: Anyone 
who knows Hebden Bridge only as a 
centre for artists and their art is missing 
something. And what they are missing 
is not good. Jez Lewis, who grew up 
there, gives us the real alternative view 
of the town 

Lewis’s documentary benefits from 
the fact that he has known the main 
characters who appear since childhood, 
and they trust him. Sadly, they do not 
appear to trust themselves without a can 
of strong brew permanently in one hand 
- especially Cass, whose cirrhosis is 
advanced. Those young people in his 
circle who have not already committed 
suicide seem intent on killing themselves 
at varying speeds with booze. Although 
Lewis’s film does not try to come up with 
easy answers, how many locals feel 
at the arty types’ ‘invasion’ is summed 
up by one mother who says they are 
“alienated in us own town”. 

Trim pin: the sound of invention: Director 
Peter Esmonde promises that if you open 
your ears your mind will follow. And so 
it proves. 

This relatively short documentary 
really lets Trimpin (he only uses his 
surname) live two years of Iris creative 
story untrammelled by explanation: the 
musical world that he produces speaks 
for itself. A highlight of the piece has got 
to be Trimpin’s collaboration with the 
Kronos Quartet, using a variety of toy 
and electronic instruments • 

The London Film Festival runs 
from October 14 to 29 at the South 
Bank and central London venues. 
Several films were not available 
for preview as we went to press. 
For further details, including 
venues and screening times, see 
www.bfi.oig.uk/lff. 
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PALESTINE 

Mapping a viable future 



T he October 11 London Communist 
Forum saw a well attended and 
useful debate, entitled ‘Single state 
for Palestine - principled demand or 
cul-de-sac?’ 

CPGB comrade Jack Conrad, the first 
speaker, was at pains to emphasise that 
he was not expressing the ‘CPGB line’, 
but his own view. There are various 
positions on Isiael-Palestine within our 
organisation, but what they all have in 
common is that they are all firmly on the 
side of the oppressed. 

The project to found Israel as a settler 
state was and still is “a crime”, said 
comrade Conrad. But that crime has 
resulted in the coming into being of an 
Israeli Jewish, or Hebrew, nation and a 
working class solution must recognise 
this reality. While comrade Conrad could 
envisage the necessity of expelling 
recent Israeli settlers from the West 
Bank as part of an agreed democratic 
settlement, it was out of the question to 
talk about uprooting the Israeli Jewish 
people as a whole. The Israeli Jewish 
nation, like any other, has the right 
to self-determination, so long as it is 
not exercised at the expense of the 
oppression of other peoples. 

The founding of the state of Israel 
resulted not only in the creation of an 
Israeli nation, but a Palestinian nation 
too. So now there are two mutually 
hostile nations contesting the same 
territory. Of course, if the two nations 
were prepared to join together in a 
democratic, secular state, that would be 
an excellent thing, but such a merger 
could only be achieved on a voluntary 
basis and the overwhelming majority of 
Israeli Jews reject it out ofhand. What is 
more, the Israeli state is “armed to the 
teeth and allied to the US”, the most 
powerful imperialist country on earth. So 
how would it be possible to attain a 
single state in current circumstances? 

Comrade Conrad concluded by 
saying that we need to approach the 
whole question from a different angle - 
taking the perspective of the Arab 


revolution as our starting point. The 
working class “must win leadership 
of the Arab nation” to achieve a 
democratic solution for the entire Middle 
East A voluntary merger of the Arab 
peoples under working class hegemony, 
having defeated Zionism, would 
certainly grant the Israeli Jewish nation 
the right to self-determination, including 
the right to form their own state. 

The next speaker was Tony 
Greenstein, long-time campaigner for 
Palestinian rights and a member of the 
Alliance for Green Socialism. Atwo-state 
solution, he said, has been (half¬ 
heartedly) backed by the imperialists, 
whereas the socialist solution is for a 
single, unitary state, as in Ireland and 
South Africa. To advocate two states 
was to “agree in practice^ ifnotin tactics, 
with the imperialists”. The majority of 
Palestinians would prefer a single state. 

While comrade Greenstein accepted 
that a solution could not be obtained 
within the confines of Palestine^ he ruled 
out national rights for Israeli Jews even 
in the context of such a wider solution. 
The right of self-determination ‘belongs 
to the oppressed”, not oppressor 
peoples, he said, and national self- 
determination for Israeli Jews is 
“irrelevant”. Instead we should focus on 
the oppressed group. 

For comrade Greenstein the Israeli 
Jews are not a nation, because their 
Zionist ideology is still expansionist 
The United States only became a nation 
when it had completed its colonialist 
expansion - something that Israel cannot 
do “despite its exterminatory mindset’. 

Comrade Greenstein warned the 
CPGB that if we persist with our 
advocacy of Israeli national rights we 
could endup in like the social-imperialists 
of the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty. 
While, of course, he did not accuse the 
CPGB of AWUtype pro-imperialism, 
he reminded us of “certain historical 
processes” that saw the AWL switch 
camps. 

Israeli communist Mo she Macho ver 


was the final platform speaker. He started 
by stating his view that both the 
previous speeches had concentrated 
too much on the question of self- 
determination. The discrete territory of 
‘Palestine’ or ‘Israel’ is a given by both 
peoples, but that ought not to be the case 
for socialists, he said. Palestine, as an 
imperialist creation, is “a joke”. The 
explicit reason contained in Ihe League 
of Nations mandate to create ‘Palestine’ 
was in order to accommodate a Zionist 
state - there was at the time neither a 
Palestinian people nor a recognisable 
Palestinian territory. 

Comrade Macho ver also stressed 
that the problem could not be resolved 
within the confines of Israel/Palestine 
(on the face of it a consensus among 
all three speakers) - “the forces to 
create it do not exisf’. But neither could 
there be ‘decolonisation’. That was 
because, in the view of Matzpen - the 
Israeli socialist party of which comrade 
Macho ver was a founder-member - 
Israel was created on the basis of 
“exclusion colonisation”, relying mainly 
on Jewish labour, as opposed to the more 
normal “exploitation colonisation”, 
where a minority of settlers live off 
colonised labour. 

Comrade Macho ver said that the 
“Israeli exception” lies not in the fact that 
settlers have formed themselves into a 
nation - that was a relatively common 
phenomenon (and he hotly disputed 
comrade Greenstein’s claimthattheUSA 
only became a nation after the complete 
suppression of native Americans: it 
was clearly already a nation by 1820, 
he said). The Israeli exception lies in 
the formation of an indigenous nation 
- the Palestinians. 

For comrade Mach over, this particular 
national question cannotbe solved - we 
need to fight instead for socialism. That 
needs forces that are “enormous”: ie, the 
“unification of the Arab east under the 
leadership of the working class”. Seen 
from this angle, the dispute over one 
state or two was to “project the current 


absurdity into the socialist future”. 

He ended by emphasising his view 
that the question of self-determination 
is one for the future. Then it would 
be ridiculous to say to the Hebrews, 
as comrade Greenstein does, “You 
are an oppressor nation even after 
the overthrow ofZionism”. A nation that 
is denied selfidetemrination is ipso facto 
oppressed: “You have to make them 
want to join- fmnot for a separate Israel.” 

Speaking from the floor, Gerry 
Downing said that the Arab revolution 
could only be a bourgeois revolution. It 
was a “fudged position”. There was no 
prospect of bringing on board Jewish 
workers “without a socialist revolution”. 
But there would have to be a single 
state, since “self-determination would 
mean separation”. He was backed up in 
this by Paul Fleweis, who sai dthat a two- 
state solution would “cement anti-Arab 
sentiment” and “reinforce exclusivism”. 

In my intervention I wondered why 
comrade Downing assumed that an 
Arab revolution had to be a “bourgeois 
revolution”, even when its two platform 
advocates described it as being under 
working class hegemony. On the 
question of self-determination, I pointed 
to France 1940 to demonstrate how an 
oppressor nation could be rapidly 
transfoimed by changed circumstances 
into an oppressed nation. That is why, 
although we stress that it is only when a 
nation is oppressed that it has any 
problem in relation to self-deteimination, 
the demand aims for the equality of 
nations - those that do not have it must 
be granted it, while those that do must 
be able to retain it. 

Stan Keable of the CPGB took issue 
with comrade Greenstein over the 
question of Ireland: just as in Israel/ 
Palestine, a democratic solution can only 
be achieved through an agreement 
between the Catholic-Irish and British- 
Irish. Another CPGB comrade, James 
Turley, agreed with comrade Machover 
that Israel/Palestine would not see a 
solution before “decisive steps to a 


socialist revolution”. However, the 
proposals we put forward now must 
act as an “advertisement for the future 
we’re offering”. 

Replying to the debate, comrade 
Machover called for a “moratorium” on 
self-determination: ‘I will stop defending 
it if you stop opposing it.” He ended by 
reiterating his view that the “problem 
can’t be solved short of a socialist 
revolution”. But that does not mean we 
should “sit with folded arms”. Rather 
than “bicker about one or two states”, 
there is “plenty we can do” - not least 
mobilising the workers’ movement 
against current Israeli barbarity and to 
prevent even worse atrocities. 

Comrade Greenstein said it was a 
“cop-out” to say we will solve the 
national question after we have 
won socialism: “What about now?” 
But his solution for now most 
definitely excluded Israeli Jewish 
self-determination. While he could 
envisage the “free association of 
Jews” in theory, in practice an Israeli 
state “had to be Zionist”. To argue for 
two states was to argue for the 
“historically oppressive Jewish state”, 
the “solution of imperialism”. 

For comrade Greenstein, a single 
secular, democratic state is “the starting 
point” - although “how to achieve it 
none of us know”. He dismissed the 
notion of voluntary unity: “Coercion is 
the name of the game” - those with 
privileges would not give them up 
willingly. He estimated that between 
two-fifths and a half of all Israeli 
Jews would “without a doubf’ leave 
Palestine if a single, democratic secular 
state was established. 

In my view comrade Greenstein’s final 
comments definitively exposed the 
bankruptcy of one-state advocates. 
Not only can they not envisage any 
realistic means of attaining the solution 
they profess to believe in: they do 
believe it would be so unattractive, it 
would involve a mass exodus ofmillions 
of Jews (at least comrade Greenstein is 
more honest than other single-staters 
on this). 

But think what that would mean not 
just forthose who left, but forthose who 
stayed behind. The economy would be 
paralysed virtually overnight and the 
whole infrastructure would be left in 
tatters. Surely it would be in the interests 
of the Palestinian people to persuade 
the overwhelming majority of Israeli 
Jews to remain. 

In his concluding remarks JackConrad 
pointed out that comrade Greenstein 
was in reality advocating a utopia - in 
other words, an impo ssibil ity. If co ercion 
is “the name of the game”, how can we 
get over the small problem that Israeli 
Jews, instead of heading for the ports 
and airports, might employ their 
“superior means of coercion” to resist 
what was to be imposed on them? 

Responding to comrade Machover, 
Downing et al, comrade Conrad 
accepted that it was very positive that 
we were “all united over Gaza” in 
opposing the Israeli onslaught. But 
surely, as well as coming together over 
immediate practical questions, it is the 
job ofMarxists to formulate aviable long¬ 
term strategy that fully takes into account 
national, global and class realties and 
maps a way forward: “Just saying 
‘socialism’ is as good as useless.” 

Comrade Conrad ended by referring 
to the need to overcome the “specific 
national and class problems” posed by 
Israel - including the fact that it does 
not have a normal working class. It is 
futile simply to keep repeating the 
same tired old slogans: “If you’re in a 
hole, start thinking!” • 

Peter Manson 
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STUDENTS 

Oxford 


Sum of its parts 



CS stall: growing interest 

M embers of Communist Students and 
the Communist Party of Great Britain 
are currently involved in giving 
Marxist politics a much needed boost in 
Oxford. We began by organising a stall 
outside Oxford University freshers fairs on 
October 7 and 8. 

It was easy to predict the reactions of some 
of the scions of the traditional upper classes. 
Yet a few sniggers and bemused looks aside, 
there were no particularly sharp arguments 
coming from those that see communism as 
their worst nightmare. One piped up with 
“What crisis?” as he scurried on by, not 
waiting for an answer. But most people were 
not so stupid as that. 

We gave out a large number of Communist 
Student and material from Hands Off the 
People of Iran. In all, just over 50 signed our 
contact sheet. There were perhaps, relative 
to other universities, somewhat fewer 
students with some background or prior 
knowledge of far-left politics. If anyone did 
display an acquaintance with the left groups, 
it came in the form of questions like “You’re 
not anything to do with the SWP, are you?” 


Comrades from the Socialist Workers Party 
were present on the first day, along with 
Workers Fight and a comrade from the 
Enverist Revolutionary Communist Party of 
Britain (Marxist-Leninist) who wasleafleting 
fora meeting on “democratic renewal”. On the 
second day, the Socialist Party and the 
Spartacists were also in town. The point we 
often repeat - that if the ostensibly Marxist 
left was joined in a single organisation its 
strength would be far greater than the sum 
of its parts - was well demonstrated. Students 
who are sympathetic to the aims of socialism 
would have been less confused and more 
likely to commit themselves if there had been 
a single Marxist organisation present. And 
we would be taken a lot more seriously by 
our enemies too. 

The standard economists Tight for jobs’ 
type leaflets were being handed out by the SP, 
one of whom became a touch aggressive 
when a CS comrade insisted that a workers’ 
militia is a basic democratic demand and 
not lunatic posturing. Most of the SPers 
were friendly enough, though - unlike the 
comrades of the SWP, who refused even to 


make eye contact. 

Many who spoke to us are completely 
inexperienced politically, but are beginning 
to question the system (as are young people 
in general). We expect a good turnout to our 
introductory meeting on Tuesday October 
20. We have Mike Macnair, leading CPGB 
member and author of Revolutionary 
strategy , speaking on the capitalist crisis and 
the communist alternative. There will, of 
course, be plenty of time for discussion. 
Indeed, as we have repeatedly stressed, open 
debate and democracy are not just good 
ideas: they are in fact crucial in building both 
the Communist Party and the wider working 
class movement And for us this is about 
now, not at some hypothetical date in 
the future. 

Unfortunately the first left meeting our 
Oxford comrades planned to attend - a Stop 
the War Coalition rally featuring Jeremy 
CorbynMP andTariq Ali on October 12 - was 
cancelled at the last minute. But we will 
continue trying to engage with the left as it 
is currently constituted, as well as building 
our own organisation and carrying out 
educational and agitational activities. We will 
be launching a study group reading David 
Harvey’s book on Marxist economics - Limits 
to capital - to begin on Saturday October 31. 
And before that we are encouraging as many 
people as possible to attend the Stop the War 
Coalition demonstration in London on 
October 24. We are also planning, alongside 
other comrades, to get a Hopi branch 
established in Oxford 

Many would not consider what is, on the 
one hand, a traditional bastion in ensuring the 
continuity of British capitalism, as fertile 
ground for communist growth. But on the 
other hand, Oxford University also attracts 
many sincere and bright young people who, 
looking at global poverty, ecological crisis and 
capitalist greed, want to radically transform 
things. Our challenge is to equip them with 
politics, theory and organisation. 

To contact us or find out more about 
local activities, visit our blog at: http:// 
oxfordcommunists.wordpress.com • 

Ted North and Dave Isaacson 


London 


Making headway 


W ith a new issue of Communist 
Student (our eighth) in hand, 
members of Communist Students 
have been organising stalls at campuses 
around the capital during fieshers week 
The economic crisis and continuing 
destructiveness of imperialism is definitely 
making more students receptive to leftwing 
ideas. We had many interesting discussions 
about such varied topics as the nature of the 
crisis, the Russian Revolution and Stalinism, 
and the philosophy of materialism. It would 
be wrong for the left to assume it will 
automatically benefit from crisis though: 
bourgeois politicians have many tricks up 
their sleeve and a revival of working class 


Conservatism seems quite possible. This 
makes the task of uniting the left all the 
more urgent. And quite rightly students are 
complaining: There are so many of these 
socialist groups; why are they all divided?’ 

While left groups continue to plough 
sectarian furrows, society will simply not take 
them seriously. The students we met did not 
want to be used as tools by a self-serving 
apparatus - they are questioning why the 
world is in such a mess and asking what can 
be done to radically transform it. Reheated 
versions ofLabourism - of which we have just 
endured 10 years - and unthinking activism 
are not attractive options to thinking 
youth. For meaningful unity, the left must 


start taking politics seriously - and our 
message of a radically democratic Marxism 
found a good hearing. 

At King’s College, CS members orgauised 
a stall for Hopi, and over 50 signed up. We are 
planning to organise a meeting with an Irani¬ 
an speak a* at King’s shortly. After almost two 
weeks of fairs, with CS stalls at the University 
of East London, Institute of Education, and 
Queen Mary’s, CS had a successful stall at the 
School of Oriental and African Studies. Our 
comrades leafleted and engaged in discussion 
outside the union as well as inside. Over 500 
copies of Communist Student were distribut¬ 
ed, with 25 signing up. 

SOAS students were receptive, engaging 
in worthwhile debate and asking pertinent 
questions. Not a few expressed interest in our 
October 17 day school in Manchester, and in 
becoming more involved Our members also 
built for the series of‘Introduction to Marxism’ 
meetings taking place in London. 

There were also stalls run by the SWP, 
Alliance for Workers’ Liberty, Respect and 
Conservative Future inside (the last of which 
were offering a gin and tonics as an enticement 
to join), and the Spartacists, Communist 
League and University of London Marxist 
Group outside. SOAS seemed to live up to its 
reputation as a highly politicised campus and 
we in Communist Students are confident about 
making headway there • 

Dave McAllister 


communist 

students 

Fighting for 
Marxism on campus 

Day school 

Saturday October 17,10am 
University of Manchester 
Students Union Meeting Room 1 
Oxford Road, Manchester Ml 3 


The economic crisis, 
imperiaEsm and 
organising forthe future 

Sessions include: 

1. Capitaism: how can Marxism 
help understand and change it? 

2. Internationalism: what does it 
mean and why do we emphasise it? 

3. Communist Students: what we 
fightforand why. 


What we 
fight for 

■ Our central aim is the organisation of communists, 
revolutionary socialists and all politically advanced 
workers into a Comm mist Party. Without organisation 
the working class is nothing with the highest form of 
organisation it is eveiything. 

The Provisional Central Committee organises members 
of the Comm mist Party, but there exists no real Commu¬ 
nist Party today. There are many so-called 'parties’ on 
the left. In reality they are confessional sects. Members 
who disagree with the prescribed line’ are expected to 
gag themselves in public. Either that or face expulsion. 

Communists operate according to the principles of 
democratic centralism. Through ongoing debate we seek 
to achieve mity in action and a common world outlook 
As long as they support agreed actions, members have 
the right to speak openly and form temporary or 
permanent factions. 

■ Communists oppose the US-UK occupation of Iraq and 
stand against all imperialist wars but constantly strive to 
bring to the fore the fundamental question - ending war 
is bound up with ending capitalism. 

Communists are internationalists. Everywhere we strive 
fortheclosest unity and agreement of working class and 
progressive parties of all countries. We oppose every 
manifestation of national sectionalism. It is an interna¬ 
tional ist duty to uphold the pr inciple, 'One state, one party’. 
To the extent that the European Union becomes a 
state then that necessitates EU-wide trade unions and a 
Communist Party of the EU. 

The working class must be organised globally. Without 
a global Communist Party, a Communist International, 
the struggle against capital is weakened and lacks 
coordination. 

■ Communists have no interest apart from the working 
class as a whole. They differ only in recognising the 
importance of Marxism as a guide to practice. That 
theory is no dogma, but must be constantly added to 
and enriched. 

■ Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the 
future of humanityat risk Capitalism is synonymous with 
war, pollution, exploitation and crisis. As a global system 
capitalism can only be superseded globally. All forms of 
nationalist socialism are reactionary and anti-working 
class. 

The capital ist class wil I never wil li ngly allow thei r wealth 
and power to be taken away by a parliamentary vote. 
They will resist using every means at their disposal. 
Communists favour using parliament and winning the 
biggest possible working class representation. But 
workers must be readied to make revolution - peacefully 
if we can, forcibly if we must. 

Comm unistsfightf or extreme democracy in all spheres 
of society. Democracy must begiven a social content. 

We will use the most militant methods objective 
circumstances allow to achieve a federal republic of 
Eng and, Scotland and Wales, a united, federal Ireland 
and a United States of Europe. 

Communists favour industrial unions.Bureaucracy and 
class compromise must be fought and the trade unions 
transformed into schools for communism. 

■ Communists are cham pions of the oppressed. 
Women’s oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, 
and the struggle for peace and ecologcal sustainability 
are just as much working class questions as pay, trade 
union rights and demands for high-quality health, 
housing and education. 

Socialism represents victory in the battle for 
democracy. It is the rule of the working class. Socialism 
is either democratic or, as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it 
turns into its opposite. 

■Socialism is the first stage of the worldwide transition 
to communism - a system which knows neither wars, 
exploitation, money, classes, states nor nations. 
Communism is general freedom and the real beginning 
of human history. 

■ All who accept these principles are urged to join 
the Communist Party. 
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Nobel prize for 
number one 
warmonger 


Joining a rogues’ gallery 


Barack Obama is presiding over an escalation of military action in Afghanistan. Despite that he is a hero for the 
liberal bourgeoisie, writes James Turley 


F airly soon after Barack Obama’s 
victory in last year’s presidential 
elections, there appeared an 
amusing little website called Bad 
Paintings of Barack Obama, 1 which 
randomly flashes up canvasses of 
dubious merit - a few paranoiac and 
hostile, the vast majority rapturously 
enthusiastic - all featuring die charismatic 
president. 

Last week, one could be forgiven for 
thinking that this glut of kitsch fantasy 
art had somehow bled into reality, Who 
framed Roger Rabbit?- style. Obama 
- commander in chief, lest we forget, 
of a military presently engaged in a 
bloody and apparently endless war in 
Afghanistan, with whom the buck 
stops over unmanned drone killings, 
election-rigging and incursions into 
Pakistan - is the latest recipient of the 
Nobel Peace Prize. 

It would be one thing, of course, if 
Obama had made serious efforts to 
end, or even scale down, America’s 
involvement in Afghanistan - but the 
reverse, of course, is true: he went 
to the polls with the message that 
Iraq was “the wrong war”, whereas 
Afghanistan was winnable and should 
indeedbewon. Such aview was brie fly 
fashionable, as the American and 
British militaries began to withdraw 
from Iraq, with attention focused on 
the Afghan disaster instead. Now, it is 
clear that optimism over Afghanistan 
was a fantasy - but it is a fantasy that 
has left Obama committed to scaling 
up America’s commitment in that 
battered country. 

The ostensible reason for the 
award, unsurprisingly, is unconnected 
with the bloodbath that renders it in 
any case farcical - Obama is to be 
rewarded for “his extraordinary efforts 
to strengthen international diplomacy 
and cooperation between peoples”. 
Those watching the president closely as 
he wrangled somewhat feebly over the 
content of health policy and attempted 
to manage an international recession in 
the interests of finance capital might ask 
themselves, ‘Exactly what extraordinary 
efforts are these?’ 

Well, let us turn to the Nobel 
committee for an answer: “Obama has 
as president created a new climate in 
international politics. Multilateral 
diplomacy has regained a central 
position, with emphasis on the role 
that the United Nations and other 
international institutions can play. 
Dialogue and negotiations are 
preferred as instruments for resolving 
even the most difficult international 
conflicts. The vision of a world free 
from nuclear arms has powerfully 
stimulated disarmament and arms 
control negotiations. Thanks to 
Obama’s initiative, the USA is now 
playing a more constructive role in 
meeting the great climatic challenges the 
world is confronting. Democracy and 
human rights are to be strengthened.” 2 

Inasmuch as this represents a soup of 
stale platitudes, it is almost appropriate - 
after all, if there is one thing Obama is 
not short of, it is uplifting banalities. 
Exactly what is this “more constructive 
role” over climate change? In what 


sense can somebody happy to maintain 
an enormous nuclear arsenal be 
commended for his commitment to 
disarmament? At least he is the first 
president to tout “democracy and 
human rights” since ... well, the last 
president (admittedly he is a little more 
rhetorically convincing on the issue). 

The icing on the comedy cake is, 
of course, the timing. Obama has 
been in office for about nine months 

- and they have not been particularly 
easy. His gifts as a speaker, for 
projecting sincerity and inspiring 
devotion among millions, cannot be 
doubted. But that was about the only 
thing that could not be doubted at the 
time nominations closed on February 1 

- a whopping 12 days after Obama 
was sworn in. 

Who are the bright sparks behind 
this decision? Ultimately, the blame 
rests with the Scandinavian estab¬ 
lishment - the peace prize portfolio is 
the responsibility of the Norwegian 
Nobel Committee (all the other prizes 
are awarded by Swedish bodies), 
which is selected by the Norwegian 
parliament, the Storting. As is custom¬ 
ary, the make-up of the five-strong 
committee reflects the make-up of the 
Storting - this year, that means two 
members of the Labour Party and one 
each from the Socialist Left, Progress 
and Conservative parties. That is 
supposedly a fairly broad spectrum 
of opinion, from the former ‘official 
communists’ of the Socialist Left to 
the populist Thateherites of Progress 

- yet apparently the decision was 
unanimous. 

The peace prize was established in 
1901, along with allthe otherNobelprizes 
(barring the semi-detached economics 
award, founded in 1969 by the Swedish 
central bank). Alfred Nobel had been one 
of Sweden’s most prominent scientists 
and inventors - he is most celebrated for 
his invention of dynamite. The military 
applications of his invention did not 
escape notice at the time, and Nobel 
appears to have been spurred to found 


the prizes by the erroneous publication 
of a scathing obituary in a French 
newspaper years before his death. 
Nobel was a pacifist, and by the end of 
his life an extraordinarily wealthy one; 
his will designated his fortune to be 
used annually to reward “those who, 
during the preceding year, shall have 
conferred the greatest benefit on 
mankind”. An idealistic internationalist, 
Nobel was wise enough to specify that 
“no consideration whatever shall 
be given to the nationality of the 
candidates, but that the most worthy 
shall receive the prize, whether he be a 
Scandinavian or not”. 3 

A Nobel prize in the sciences 
has become undoubtedly the most 
prominent and prestigious honour in 
their respective fields, and the decisions 
are largely uncontroversial, since 
verified discoveries in the natural 
sciences for the most part take place 
‘behind the back’ of politics, as it were. 
No such immunity is available to the 
peace prize, however; its purview is 
so ill-defined that almost anyone 
who has made apolitical splash in the 
international arena is up for it. On several 
occasions, organisations have won 
rather than individuals (most recently 
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change, which shared the green-themed 
2007 award with A1 Gore). 

Narrowing the field of prominent 
international statesmen and NGOs is a 
fishy business - and to a large extent 
dictated by the covert political priorities 
of the imperialist order, with a modicum 
of Scandinavian social democratic 
‘critical distance’, of course. Obama is 
“humbled”, according to his acceptance 
speech, to share the prize with many of 
his icons - one wonders if he has in mind 
Henry Kissinger, who was honoured in 
1973 for concluding the Paris peace 
accords over the Vietnam war. He was 
supposed to share it with North 
Vietnamese diplomat Le Due Tho, but the 
latter turned it down: there was, he said, 
still no peace in his country. 

He would have been within his rights 


to object simply to sharing any award 
with Kissinger. Taken on as an advisor 
to Richard Nixon and a legendarily 
cynical icon of cold war Realpolitik , 
Kissinger masterminded the ruthless 
bombing of Cambodia and Laos during 
the Vietnam conflict, causing hundreds 
of thousands of deaths. He oversaw US 
support for brutal military coups, most 
infamously the overthrow of Chilean 
socialist Salvador Allende by Augusto 
Pinochet. Those two atrocities were 
accomplished or well underway by the 
time Kissinger became a Nobel laureate 
- and he has repeatedly advised US 
governments since on its shadier 
activities, most recently turning up in the 
George W Bush kitchen cabinet in the 
early days of the Iraq war. 

Kissinger is only the most foul of a 
rogues’ gallery of Nobel peace laureates 
that includes Menachem Begin (former 
leader of the quasi-fascist Irgun Zionist 
militia, and later the first Likud prime 
minister of Israel), the last apartheid 
president of South Africa, FW de Klerk, 
and many other dubious figures. 

And now Obama. Interestingly, 
however, this is not simply a piece 
of Atlantic ist fawning. The timing of 
the award has been interpreted by 
some as a calculated snub to the 
outgoing US administration. 4 There 
is some background to this, as well; 
in 2002, the grateful recipient was 
former US president Jimmy Carter, 
whose human rights offensive during 
his bungled tenure has blossomed 
into a life-long quest. 

Though he can hardly be described 
as an anti-imperialist, the fact that a 
‘progressive’ American political gran¬ 
dee should be awarded at a time when 
the US, under George W Bush, was 
very much on a war footing and clamp¬ 
ing down on domestic dissent, raised 
a few questions. Gunnar Berge, head 
of the committee that year, confirmed 
suspicions: “With the position Carter 
has taken on [the coming war with 
Iraq], it can and must also be seen as 
criticism of the line the current US ad¬ 


ministration has taken ...” 5 

So is this a ‘reward’ for Americans 
choosing to come in from the cold and 
embrace ‘multilateralism’, ‘peace’ and 
‘human rights’, with Obama their 
gleaming-toothed avatar? Oris it simply 
a delayed Scandinavian ripple of the 
mass hysteria that greeted his election, 
nearly a year ago? In truth, it barely 
matters; it is difficult to decide which 
reflects more badly on the prize. Obama 
has three years to go, and plans to dive 
right into ‘solving ’ the Iranian ‘problem’; 
we can also expect some forther grossly 
undemocratic deals to be foisted on the 
Palestinians. By 2012 America could be 
at war with Iran and Israel-Palestine 
again the site of mass bloodshed. 
‘Hostage to fortune’ does not quite 
cover it. 

It would not be the first time the 
committee’s decisions have come to look 
a bit silly. Henry Kissinger has been 
mentioned; the Oslo accords occasioned 
a three-way award to Yasser Arafat, 
Yitzhak Rabin and Shimon Peres, and 
here we are 15 years later, still waiting 
for peace. 

Capitalism generates war; it relies 
on a system of competing states to 
function, and this competition 
necessarily spills over into armed 
struggle. It needs international 
transactions to be guaranteed and a 
military force to supply that guaran¬ 
tee, which means a global hegemon 
state (or bloc of states). Against this 
background, the Nobel Peace Prize 
can only ever be an expression of 
starry-eyed utopianism, befitting its 
bourgeois pacifist founder; between 
Kissinger and Obama, it has reduced 
itself to quixotic self-parody • 

Notes 

1. ba dpain tin gs ofbara ckob ama. com. 

2. http://nob elprize. org/nobel_prizes/p eace/ 
laureates/2 00 9/press html. 

3. http://nobelprize .org/alfred_nobel/will/will- 
tull.html. 

4. See, forexample ,New York Times October9. 

5. http: //arch ive s. cnn. co m/2 002/WORLD/ 
eu rop e/10 /11 /car te r. no bel/in dex. htm 1. 


Subscribe 

here 


UK subscribers: Pay by standing order and save £10 
a year. Minimum £10 every 3 months ... but please 
pay more if you can. Your paper needs you! 


Standing 

order 


I enclose payment 

Sub £/€_ 

Donation £/€_ 

TOTAL £/€_ 

Date_ 

I Name_ 

I Address 

I 

, - 

| _Postcode_ 

I Email_Tel_ 

Send a cheque or postal order payable to ‘Weekly Worker’ toe 

I Weekly Worker, BCM Box 928, London WC1N 3XX, UK. 

L————————————————————— 


To___Bank pic,_ 

Branch Address_ 

_Postcode_ 

Re Account Name_ 

Sortcode_Account No_ 

Please pay to Weekly Worker, Lloyds TSB A/C No 0744310, sort 

code 30-99-64, the sum of £_every month */3 months* 

until further notice, commencing on_. 

This replaces any previous order from this account. (* delete) 

Signed_Name (PRINT)_ 

Date_Address_ 


J 


6m lyr Inst. 

WJK £25/€30 £50/€55 £200/€220 

Eiuirepe £30/€35 £60/€65 £230/€250 

Rest of£60/€65 £120/€130 £250/€270 

world 

New UK subscribers offer: 

3 months for £5 





































